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10.

Derbyn ymddiheuriadau.

DATGANIADAU BUDDIANT A GODDEFEBAU

Ystyried unrhyw ddatganiadau buddiant a goddefebau a
wnaed.

GWYBODAETH PERFFORMIAD CHWARTEROL
CHWARTER 3 HYDREF — RHAGFYR 2019

Ystyried adroddiad y Rheolwr Gwasanaeth Datblygu a
Stadau.

APELIADAU, YMGYNGHORIADAU A DIWEDDARIAD
DNS MAWRTH 2020

Ystyried adroddiad y Rheolwr Gwasanaeth Datblygu a
Stadau.

RHESTR CEISIADAU Y PENDERFYNWYD ARNYNT
DAN BWERAU DIRPRWYEDIG 21 IONAWR 2020 A
21 CHWEFROR 2020

Ystyried adroddiad yr Uwch Swyddog Cymorth Busnes.

ADRODDIAD CEISIADAU CYNLLUNIO

Ystyried adroddiad y Rheolwr Tim Rheoli Datblygu.

MEYSYDD AR GYFER SESIYNAU
GWYBODAETH/HYFFORDDIANT AELODAU

Ystyried.

EITEM EITHRIEDIG

Derbyn ac ystyried yr adroddiad dilynol sydd ym marn y
swyddog priodol yn eitem eithriedig gan roi ystyriaeth i'r
prawf budd cyhoeddus ac y dylai'r wasg a’r cyhoedd
gael eu heithrio o’r cyfarfod (mae’r rheswm am vy
penderfyniad dros yr eithriad ar gael ar restr a gaiff ei
chadw gan y swyddog priodol).

ACHOSION GORFODAETH A GAFODD EU CAU
RHWNG 22 IONAWR 2020 A 27 CHWEFROR 2020

Ystyried adroddiad y Rheolwr Gwasanaeth Datblygu.
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Agenda Item 4
Report Date 26™ Feb 2020
Report Author: Steve Smith

BLAENAU GWENT COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Report to Chair & Members of Planning Regulatory &

General Licensing Committee

Report Subject

Quarterly Performance Information

Quarter 3 October - December 2019

Report Author Service Manager Development & Estates
Directorate Regeneration and Community Services
Date of Meeting 12" March 2020
Key Words Performance Management
Speed and quality of decision making
Welsh Government Monitoring
Quarter 3 Oct — Dec 2019
1.0 | Background
1.1 | Every local planning authority (LPA) in Wales is required to collect

1.2

1.3

performance information regarding the speed of decision making on all
types of planning and related applications. This is submitted to Welsh
Government on a quarterly basis.

This report considers the most recent data published by WG. The
information relates to the third quarter of the current financial year i.e.
October to December 2019.

It was published on the Welsh Government website on 5" Feb 2020 at

https://gov.wales/development-management-quarterly-surveys
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https://gov.wales/development-management-quarterly-surveys

Report Date 26™ Feb 2020
Report Author: Steve Smith

2.0 | Options for Consideration

2.1 | | have included 3 tables to illustrate current performance.

1. Fig 1 - ranks the 25 LPA’s in order of speed of determining all
applications “on time”. This is defined as within the 8 week target
period or longer time that may be agreed with the applicant.

2. Fig 2 -ranks the LPA’s in Wales and in respect of the average time
(in days) taken to determine all applications.

3. Fig 3. — shows decisions taken by Planning Committee that are
contrary to the recommendation of its officers.

3.0 | Performance Information

3.1 | Fig 1: this Council decided 100% of all applications in time. This
compares to a Welsh average of 86%.

3 o | Fig 2: on average it takes 60 days from registration to decision for this
Council to decide each planning application. The Wales average is 87
days.

Fig 3: 38% of Planning Committee decisions were contrary to officer

3-3 | recommendation. The Wales average is 10%.

4.0 | Conclusion

4.1 | Performance remains consistent.

4.2 | When measured against the indicator of all applications determined “on
time”, the returns for the last 5 quarters are 100%, 94%, 100%, 99% and
now 100%.

4.3 | There is a similar picture when looking at the indicator that measures
the average time (in days) it takes to decide applications. Our return
fluctuates but again, we are consistently above the Wales average. We
have shaved 10 days off the average time since the last quarter which
Is pleasing.

4.4 | The number of decisions where Planning Committee overturns the
officer recommendation is again very high and unfortunately is
significantly above the Wales average and shows no sign of improving.

5.0 | Recommendation

5.1 | That the report be noted.
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Report Date 26" Feb 2020
Report Author: Steve Smith

Fig. 1

Welsh Government Quarterly DM Survey

Percentage of Planning Applications Determined “On Time”
(Ranked in Order of Performance)

Percentage Determined On Time

Welsh Quarter 3 19-20

Local Planning Authority

% in time (no. of decisions)

1 | Blaenau Gwent 100 (78)
2 | Swansea 99 (465)
Merthyr Tydfil 99 (76)
4 | Brecon Beacons NPA 98 (169)
5 | Vale of Glamorgan 97 (298)
6 | Neath Port Talbot 96 (167)
7 | Conwy 94 (196)
Rhondda Cynon Taff 94  (256)
9 | Powys 93 (306)
10 | Monmouthshire 91 (299)
11 | Isle of Anglesey 89 (195
12 | Cardiff 86 (628)
13 | Denbighshire 85 (189)
14 | Caerphilly 83 (231)
Pembrokeshire 83 (189)
16 | Wrexham 82 (243)
Newport 82 (201)
18 | Torfaen 80 (89)
19 | Bridgend 75 (195)
Carmarthenshire 75 (387)
21 | Snowdonia NPA 73 (124)
22 | Pembrokeshire Coast NPA 72 (85)
23 | Ceredigion 63 (262)
24 | Flintshire 63 (229)
25 | Gwynedd - -
WALES AVERAGE \ 86%
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Report Date 26" Feb 2020
Report Author: Steve Smith

Fig. 2

Welsh Government Quarterly DM Survey

Average Time to Decide Applications in Days
(Ranked in Order of Performance)

Welsh

Local Planning Authority

1 | Vale of Glamorgan 53
2 | Swansea 54
3 | Merthyr Tydfil 55
4 | Snowdonia NPA 58
5 | Blaenau Gwent 60
6 | Conwy 62
7 | Isle of Anglesey 63
g | Bridgend 67
9 | Pembrokeshire 68
10 | Cardiff 75
11 | Neath Port Talbot 76
12 | Rhondda Cynon Taff 78
13 | Brecon Beacons NPA 81
14 | Newport 88
15 | Monmouthshire 89
16 | Pembrokeshire Coast NPA 90
17 | Denbighshire 91
18 | Flintshire 95
19 | Caerphilly 104
20 | Ceredigion 110
21 | Torfaen 112
22 | Carmarthenshire 119
23 | Powys 134
24 | Wrexham 203
25 | Gwynedd -

WALES AVERAGE 87
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Report Date 26" Feb 2020
Report Author: Steve Smith

Fig 3.

Welsh Government Quarterly DM Survey

Decisions Contrary to Officer Recommendation
(Ranked in Order of Performance)

%
Welsh (decisions contrary to
Local Planning Authority reccomendation / total
decisions by committee)
1 | Bridgend 0 (om
Merthyr Tydfil 0 (02
Monmouthshire 0 (0123
Neath Port Talbot 0 (o/6)
Pembrokeshire 0 (010)
Powys 0 (0124
Torfaen 0 (om)
Vale of Glamorgan 0 (010
9 | Rhondda Cynon Taff 4 (125)
10 | Caerphilly 5 (@ro)
11 | cardiff 6 (1/16)
12 | Isle of Anglesey 7 @113)
13 | Sswansea 9 @ny
14 | Brecon Beacons NPA 12 (g
Newport 12 (s)
16 | Carmarthenshire 14 (3122)
17 | Wrexham 14  (e/42)
18 | Flintshire 15 (213)
Conwy 17 (e
20 | Spowdonia NPA 17 (212
21 | Denbighshire 25  (4/16)
22 | Pembrokeshire Coast NPA 33 wa)
23 | Blaenau Gwent 38 (3/8)
24 | Ceredigion 100 (212
25 | Gwynedd - -

Wales Average 10%
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Agenda Item 5

Report Date: 25" February 2020
Report Author: Katherine Rees

BLAENAU GWENT COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Report to The Chair and Members of Planning, Regulatory

and General Licensing

Report Subject Appeals, Consultations And DNS

Update March 2020

Report Author Service Manager Development & Estates
Report Date 25" February 2020
Directorate Regeneration & Community Services

Date of meeting 12" March 2020

1.0 | Purpose of Report

1.1 | To update Members in relation to planning appeal and related cases.

2.0 | Present Position

2.1 | The attached list covers the “live” planning appeals and Development
of National Significance (DNS) caseload.

3.0 | Recommendation/s for Consideration

3.1 | That the report be noted.
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Application No

Appeal Reference Sﬁgp:(ljlgrnets; Development
Officer
C/2019/0090 Star Fields, off Retention of stable (building 4), | Written | Written statement of the LPA
1 APP/X6910/A/19/3243676 | Mountain Road, Ebbw | outbuilding and containers for storage | Reps | submitted to PINS. Awaiting
Lesley Taylor Vale purposes and change of use of stable decision.

(building 1) to dog breeding kennels.




Agenda Iltem 6
Report Date: 25 February 2019
Report Author: Kath Rees

BLAENAU GWENT COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL

Report to The Chair and Members of Planning,
Regulatory and General Licensing

Report Subject List of applications decided under
delegated powers 21° January 2020 and
21° February 2020

Report Author Senior Business Support Officer
Report Date 25™ February 2020

Directorate Regeneration & Community Services
Date of meeting 12" March 2020

1. Purpose of Report

1.1 To report decisions taken under delegated powers.

2. Scope of the Report

2.1 The attached list deals with the period 21% January 2020 to 21
February 2020

3. Recommendation/s for Consideration

3.1 The report lists decisions that have already been made and is for
members information only.
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Report Date: 25 February 2019
Report Author: Kath Rees

Application Address Proposal Valid Date
No Decision Date
C/2020/0004 Unit 11 Rising Sun Industrial Proposed change of Use from Class D2 (Fitness 07/01/20
Estate, Blaina Centre) to Classes B1(c), B2 and B8 (Light Industrial, 19/02/20
Business and Storage and Distribution Use) Approved
C/2019/0344 Land at Marian Close, Application for discharge of conditions: 2 - Site 09/12/19
Tredegar investigation, 4 - Footpath detail, 5 - Drainage, 6 - 05/02/20
Walls, fences & retaining wall details & 7 - External Condition

finishes of planning permission C/2015/0033 (Detached Discharged
dwelling with all associated access and groundworks,

T abed

etc)

C/2019/0295 Christvia, Bangor Road, Proposed sensory room in front garden 28/11/19
Beaufort, Ebbw Vale 21/02/20

Refused

C/2019/0326 Unit 18 Rassau Industrial Full planning application for the construction of 2 no. 02/12/19
Estate, Rassau, Ebbw Vale battery storage containers and associated works to 22/01/20
store surplus energy. Approved

C/2019/0299 12 Marian Close, Tredegar Detached dwelling. 06/11/19
12/02/20
Approved

C/2019/0349 Tredegar Health Centre Park Access ramp to the rear of the building 16/12/19
Row B4256, Tredegar 06/02/20

Approved




Report Date: 25 February 2019
Report Author: Kath Rees

C/2019/0340 The Olympia, Morgan Street, Change of use to beer garden and associated 04/12/19
Tredegar structures 31/01/20

Refused

C/2020/0002 Tesco Stores Ltd, Castle Street, Retention of a fast charger. 02/01/20
06/02/20
Approved

C/2019/0347 24 Lakeside, Tredegar Application for non-material amendment of planning 12/12/19
permission C/2010/0420 (New build 4 bed detached 24/01/20

house with integral garage to increase in height of Refused

dwelling; increase width of garage door; reduce width of
front door; change window at first floor; change window

GT obed

frames, fascias and rainwater goods and change to
drive finishes.
C/2019/0329 19 Maes Morgan, Nantybwch,  Rear garden shed 28/11/19
Tredegar 22/01/20
Approved
C/2019/0203 Land adjacent to Unit 27 Parking place for heavy goods vehicles with associated 06/08/19
Tafarnaubach Industrial Estate, workshop/office building (unique use class), building 07/02/20
Merthyr Road, Tredegar comprising of 6 no. starter business units (B1 use Approved
class), new vehicular accesses and associated parking.
C/2020/0013 The Pavilion, Central Park, External alterations to windows/doors to South East 14/01/20
Surgery Road, Blaina elevation and East elevation together with access ramp 19/02/20

and roller shutters Approved




9T abed

Report Date: 25 February 2019
Report Author: Kath Rees

C/2020/0006 Plot 9 Land adjacent to Discharge of Conditions 2: Drainage Design, 3: Site 08/01/20
Cwmrydderch Court, Cwm, Investigation and Design, 5: External Finishes, 6: 17/02/20
Ebbw Vale Front/Side Stone Walls, 7: Landscaping Scheme, 12; Condition
Retaining Wall Design of planning permission Discharged
C/2016/0040 Detached house with parking.
C/2020/0005 Plot 8 Land adjacent to Discharge of Conditions 2: Drainage Design, 3: Site 08/01/20
Cwmrhydderch Court, Cwm, Investigation and Design, 5: External Finishes, 6: 17/02/20
Ebbw Vale Front/Side Stone Walls, 7: Landscaping Scheme, 12; Condition
Retaining Wall Design of planning permission Discharged
C/2015/0409 Detached house with parking.
C/2020/0020 23 Frost Road, Beaufort, Application for non-material amendment to planning 23/01/20
Ebbw Vale permission C/2019/0128 (Erection of a single and 17/02/20
double storey rear extensions) to change slope of roof  Approved
from a hip roof to a lean to roof
C/2020/0018 Land to north east of Unit 29 Application for non-material amendment of planning 22/01/20
Rassau Industrial Estate, permission C/2019/0009 (Construction of new business 18/02/20
Rassau, Ebbw Vale units (class B1/ B2/B8 & ancillary uses) & associated Approved
parking areas, external works) - Proposed changes to
Unit A including changes to eaves height and roof pitch,
minor change to locations of pedestrian doors and
minor changes to building position on site
C/2020/0008 Greggs, 13 Church Street, One fascia sign, one projecting sign and two internal 08/01/20
Abertillery posters 07/02/20

Approved




Agenda Item 7

Report Date:
Report Author:
BLAENAU GWENT COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL
Report to The Chair and Members of Planning,
Regulatory and General Licensing
Report Subject Planning Applications Report
Report Author Team Manager Development Management
Report Date 27" February 2020
Directorate Regeneration & Community Services
Date of meeting 12" March 2020

Report Information Summary

1. Purpose of Report
To present planning applications for consideration and determination by
Members of the Planning Committee.

2. Scope of the Report
Application No.  Address

C/2019/0330 Unit 2, Tafarnaubach Industrial Estate, Tafarnaubach

C/2019/0310 1 Hawthorn Glade, Tanglewood, Blaina, NP13 3JT

3. Recommendation/s for Consideration
Please refer to individual reports
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Report Date:
Report Author:

Planning Report

Application  C/2019/0330 App Type: Full
No:

Applicant: Agent:

Dragon Recycling Solutions Ltd. Stuckey Architects
Mr Mick Young Mr Ryan Stuckey
Unit 4 14 The Glade
Heads of the Valleys Ind Est Plasdraw
Tredegar Aberdare

NP22 5RL CF44 ONX

Site Address:

Unit 2, Tafarnaubach Industrial Estate, Tafarnaubach

Development:

The change of use of existing buildings from Education and Training Centre to B2
Industrial use for the recycling and recovery of WEEE (Waste Electronic and Electrical
Equipment) and associated materials and products

Case Officer: | Steph Hopkins

1. FOLLOW UP REPORT FOLLOWING SITE MEETING

1.1 This is a follow up report in relation to the planning application for the
proposed change of use of existing buildings from Education and Training
Centre to B2 Industrial use for the recycling and recovery of WEEE (Waste
Electronic and Electrical Equipment) and associated materials and products
at the above site.

1.2  The original report (appended) was discussed at the February 2020 meeting
of the Planning Committee where Members raised concern regarding the
potential impacts on nearby residents.

1.3 It was resolved to defer making a decision until Members had undertaken a
fact finding site visit.

1.4  The site visit took place on Friday 14" February 2020.

1.5 During the site visit Members asked some questions that needed further
clarification:

1.6 Wasi it possible for HGV’s to turn within the site?
During the site visit | confirmed that there had been no objection from the
Highway Authority in respect of this matter. Nevertheless, | requested
confirmation from the applicant that the existing kerbed area within the
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Report Date:
Report Author:

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

proposed delivery yard would be removed to allow for free movement and
turning of HGV’s within the site and that they provide a Swept Path Analysis
which could demonstrate the HGV’s (40 tonne articulated trucks) could turn
safely within the site.

The applicant confirmed the kerbed area would have to be removed to
facilitate the turning of vehicles. The Highway Authority has confirmed that
the submitted Swept Path Analysis is acceptable and they have no concerns
regarding the turning of HGV’s.

Will there be a cabin located with the weighbridge?
No. The weighbridge would be hard wired to the office within the existing
building.

Would the HGV’s be unloaded on the weighbridge?
No, this would be a health and safety risk.

What will be stored outside? |s it anything that would blow about?
Only empty pallets which would be stored in the designated area. These
would not blow about.

Would any flammable liquids be stored at the site other than gas bottles for
fork lift trucks?

No other flammable liquids would be stored apart from small amounts of
cleaning products.

Could the operator refrain from working weekends?

The applicant has confirmed that the needs of the business necessitate
working hours of 07.30 to 18.00 Monday to Friday and 08.00 to 13.00 on a
Saturday.

Members should note that a condition has been suggested that would
prevent arrival, departure, loading or unloading of vehicles within the yard
area other than between the hours of 08.00 and 18.00 Monday to Friday and
08.00 and 13.00 on Saturdays. The applicant has agreed that he would be
agreeable to have the condition amended to also prohibit this activity on
Bank Holidays. In my opinion these restrictions are adequate to protect the
amenity of nearby residents.

Can the proposed fence be extended to the rear boundary?

As confirmed during the site visit, | do not think it is necessary to extend the
proposed screen fencing. However, the applicant has confirmed that he
would consider complying with this request.
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Report Date:
Report Author:

1.15 Conclusion
Officer recommendation is that the proposal complies with local and national
planning policy and that planning permission should be granted subject to
conditions.
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Report Date:

Report Author:
Planning Report
Application C/2019/0310 App Type: Retention
No:
Applicant: Agent:
Mr. Jamie Davies Mr T Morgan
1 Hawthorn Glade Clifton House
Blaina Westside
NP13 3JT Blaina, NP13 3DD
Site Address:
1 Hawthorn Glade, Tanglewood, Blaina, NP13 3JT
Development:
Retention and extension of raised decking area
Case Officer: | Joanne White
& : ',jf“ "*f~ 4\ Application Site

1. Background, Development and Site Context

1.1 | This application seeks permission to retain and extend a raised decked area
within the rear garden of a detached residential property. The dwelling
occupies a corner plot within the estate commonly known as ‘Tanglewood’,
Blaina.

1.2 | The property is accessed off Hawthorn Glade whilst the main estate road,
Tanglewood Drive, runs parallel to the side/rear garden (to the south).
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Report Date:
Report Author:

1.3

1.4

1.5

Number 15 Tanglewood Drive sits adjacent to the rear garden boundary and
number 2 Hawthorn Glade is located next door. Dormer bungalows (16-20
Tanglewood Drive) sit opposite the decking, fronting Tanglewood Drive.

The topography is such that Tanglewood Drive rises steeply from west to
east. Thus, the adjacent property at no. 15 Tanglewood Drive is at a
significantly lower level than the application site property.

An existing 1.2m high timber fence is set in from the southern side boundary
to enclose the rear/side garden. Consequently, an open landscape verge
(within the applicant’s ownership) separates this fence from the rear of the
public footpath.

Raised Upvc decking has been constructed parallel to the southern boundary
(fronting Tanglewood Drive), behind and elevated above the existing fence
enclosure. The decking has been constructed on a steel frame at an
approximate height of 2.3m with a further 1.2m high timber fence sat above
that. The overall height from ground level is 3.5m high, or 5.1m from
footpath level. The existing decking is approximately 13.5m long x 4.5m
wide at its widest point.

=y,

=8 | SR w ™

Sl lll - s

Fig 1.1 - Existing decking to be
retained and extended along the full
width of the rear garden.
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Report Date:

Report Author:

1.6 | In addition to the retention of the raised decking to the south, this application
seeks to extend the unauthorised decking, returning it along the full length of
the rear (western) boundary for a length of 17m x 6.5m wide (at its widest
point). In effect, the resultant decking will wrap around the garden in an ‘L’
shape.

75 / J{ & /v--'/ v‘;*
// S o of / ,z? / ‘Z”
N e~ N e ik %
Fig 1.2 - Extent of decking already Fig 1.3 - Proposed decking applied
constructed proposed ‘to be retained’. for.

1.7 | No additional landscaping has been proposed along the southern landscape
verge.

1.8 | Whilst this is a retrospective application, Members must make a decision
based on the merits of the case as if the decking were not already there.

2. Relevant Site History

Ref No Details Decision

2.1 C/2003/0292 | Extension Approved

15.09.03

3. Consultation and Other Relevant Information

3.1
3.2

3.3

Internal BG Responses

Team Leader Building Control:

Building Regulations not required.

Service Manager Infrastructure:

Highways: No objection.

Ground Stability: Insufficient detail submitted.
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Report Date:
Report Author:

3.4
3.5
3.6

3.7

3.8
3.9

External Consultation Responses

Town / Community Council: No objection.

Welsh Water:

Request the applicant contact Dwr Cymru Welsh Water to establish the
location and status of the sewer as the presence of such assets may affect
the proposal.

Public Consultation:

Strikethrough-to delete as appropriate

e 6 letters to nearby houses

e 1 X site notice

s—press-netice

e website public register of applications

e ward members by letter

¢ all members via weekly list of applications received
o other

Response:
One letter of objection has been received. The main issues raised are as

follows:

e The visual impact is overbearing and out of character with the street
scene.

e The proposals have an adverse impact on the privacy and amenity of
neighbouring properties.

e The scale and materials will increase rainwater runoff which will impact
other properties. The proposal is for approximately 130m2 of hard
surface replacing the existing soft landscaping. This is twice the area of
the roof of an average sized house (the roof of No 15 is 60m?2 for
comparison). Decking does allow some of the water to run through
onto the ground beneath it however no details are given of how the
ground will be maintained to continue to absorb rainwater runoff. As my
property is downhill of this garden it is likely that any increased runoff
will affect my property.

e The structure has the potential to threaten the stability of the ground.
The plans are misleading as they misrepresent the true gradient of the
bank on No 15’s property. The bank is much steeper than shown and
in my professional opinion would not be suitable or safe to take the
proposed loadings from the decking legs. It is hard to see how
foundations for the posts can be dug so close to the boundary without
affecting the ground on the other side of the fence or disturbing existing
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Report Date:

3.10

Report Author:
tree roots.
e The loss of soft landscaping interrupts a vital wildlife corridor within the
estate.

e Approval of the current design would set a precedent for further similar
structures to be built in the area.

A Ward Member also requested that this planning application go before
Planning Committee for determination. The reason given is that the Member
does not consider the development to be overbearing and that whilst it is set
over 5m above footpath level the existing garden is unusable for play due to
its steep sides. Furthermore, the Member considers that the development
could be screened with planting.

4. Planning Policy

4.1

Team Manager Development Plans:

LDP Palicies:
DM1 — New Development
DM2 — Design and Placemaking

SPG Householder Design Guidance (February 2016) Note 7: Raised decks,
balconies and retaining walls.

5. Pla

nning Assessment

5.1

5.2

5.3

The proposal has been assessed against policies DM1 and DM2 of the
adopted Local Development Plan (LDP) and the adopted Supplementary
Planning Guidance for Householder development, Note 7 ‘Raised decks,
balconies and retaining walls’ (February 2016).

LDP Policy DM2(a) states that development proposals should be appropriate
to the local context in terms of type, form, scale and mix. Policy DM2(b)
requires proposals to be of good design which reinforces local character and
distinctiveness of the area or positively contribute to the area’s
transformation. In the context of this site | consider that the introduction of
this raised decking sitting at 5.1m (almost 17ft) above footpath level is an
unsightly and a very prominent addition within the street scene, contrary to
LDP Policy DM2(a) and (b).

Similarly, one of the key principles of Supplementary Planning Guidance
Note 7 (2016) is that decking should complement the character of the house
and that the scale, massing and materials used in the decking should respect
the appearance of the host property, neighbouring properties and overall
street scene. The decking is constructed of steel and Upvc boards. The
decking is sandwiched between two 1.2m timber fences and will have an

expanse of 17.6m (58ft), as viewed from the highway to the south once fully
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Report Date:
Report Author:

constructed (currently 13.5m/44ft as existing). Whilst | am open minded to
non-traditional design/materials, in my opinion, the structure is industrial in
scale, appearance and materials and is completely at odds with what would
ordinarily be expected at a residential property, contrary to the SPG
principles.

Fig 1.5
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Report Date:
Report Author:

5.4

5.5

| fully acknowledge that the elevated position of the site results in some
overlooking of neighbouring properties. However, given the fact that the
constructed and proposed decking is raised above the garden level of the
application site (sitting at approximately first floor level in comparison to the
dwelling to the rear) and significantly increases the level of amenity space at
an elevated position, it significantly exacerbates the existing impact. The
proposed 1.2m fence will do little to provide privacy from overlooking into the
neighbouring garden at no.15 Tanglewood Drive. Even if this fence were to
be increased to provide adequate screening, it would only intensify the
overbearing impact of the structure which is already an incongruous feature
within the street, contrary to LDP Policy DM1(2)c and DM2(b) and the
principles of the SPG.

Fig 1.6

| note that there is an existing ‘landscape area’ that falls within the applicant’s
ownership separating the existing fence line and footpath. No attempt has
been made to screen the decking as part of this application by way of new
planting. Nevertheless, | am mindful that any proposed planting would take a
number of years to mature to a height that could successfully screen the
decking and fence along the southern boundary. Even if this was achieved,
it would not screen the decking when travelling along Tanglewood Drive in
an easterly or westerly direction. Given the prominent location of this
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5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9
5.10

5.11

property, the decking would remain a visually dominant feature within the
locality nor would it overcome the impact on residential amenity of the
occupiers of 15 Tanglewood Drive.

Whilst | acknowledge the general steep topography of the area, there are no
other dwellings within the estate that benefit from raised structures of this
scale and mass. Indeed, this property already benefits from a large, level
garden area when compared to many others within the estate. The
introduction of raised decking of this nature would not only be an unsightly
and uncharacteristic feature within the estate, it would also set an
undesirable precedent for similar structures throughout the estate. To that
end, | note that there are at least two other large properties to the east and
west of the application site (13 Tanglewood Drive and Ty Draenen) which are
corner plots with similar site circumstances. Allowing such a significant and
inappropriate structure on this plot could result in similar structures being
replicated in close proximity. The impact of which could result in no.15
Tanglewood Drive being completely overlooked.

| fully appreciate that the applicant wishes to increase the level of useable
garden area. However, there are a variety of other ways this could be
achieved more sympathetically and thus, | do not consider this is a reason in
which to allow a wholly unacceptable development.

Based on the above, | conclude that neither the retention of the existing
decking nor the additional decking extension (and associated fences) would
be acceptable. The retention of the decking and fence causes material harm
to the street scene and character of the area contrary to LDP Policy DM1(2)b
and DM2(a) and (b) and to extend this decking even further would only
intensify the harm. Furthermore, the proposed development will have an
overbearing impact and result in a loss of privacy for the neighbouring
property contrary to LDP Policy DM1(2)c and the key principles set out in the
Householder SPG Note 7.

Other Matters

Issues raised by the objector in respect of amenity and setting a precedent
have been addressed earlier in this report. My responses to the other issues
are set out below.

| do not consider that the introduction of raised decking to part of a
residential garden will have such a detrimental impact upon wildlife within the
estate so as to warrant refusal on this basis. With regards to water run-off, |
do not consider that the decking ‘replaces’ soft landscaping; the soft
landscaping remains below the raised decked area. The very nature of
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decking allows for water to run through to the ground below. In this regard, |
consider the impact in terms of surface water will be negligible. In terms of
ground stability, the Council’s Structural Engineer has indicated that the
submitted section drawing provides insufficient detail for an adequate
assessment to be undertaken. In addition, it is advised that any structure
within 3.66m of the public highway and measuring over 1.37m in height
requires structural calculations and a design certificate. On the basis that |
consider the proposal to be unacceptable in terms of visual and residential
amenity impacts, | have not sought further details from the applicant in
respect of this matter. To have done so would have caused further expense
to the applicant for a proposal which | consider to be unacceptable in
planning terms.

6. Legislative Obligations

6.1

6.2

The Council is required to decide planning applications in accord with the
Local Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The planning function must also be exercised in accordance with the
principles of sustainable development as set out in the Well-Being of Future
Generations (Wales) Act 2015 to ensure that the development and use of
land contributes to improving the economic, social, environmental and
cultural well-being of Wales.

The Council also has obligations under other legislation including (but not
limited to) the Crime and Disorder Act, Equality Act and Human Rights Act.
In presenting this report, | have had regard to relevant legislation and sought
to present a balanced and reasoned recommendation.

7. Co

nclusion and Recommendation

7.1

Planning permission be REFUSED for the following reason(s):

1. By virtue of its scale and mass, the retention of the raised decking is
considered to be an unduly dominant feature that has an adverse
visual impact upon the street scene contrary to policies DM1(2)b and
DM2(a),(b) of the Council’'s adopted Local Development Plan (2012)
and the key principles set out in the adopted Supplementary Planning
Guidance for Householders: Note 7 ‘Raised decking and balconies’
(February 2016).

2. The structure would cause material harm to the living conditions of the
occupiers of neighbouring residential properties by having an
overbearing impact and causing loss of privacy contrary to policies
DM1(2)b,c and DM2(a),(b) of the Council’s adopted Local Development
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Plan (2012) and the key principles set out in the adopted
Supplementary Planning Guidance for Householders: Note 7 ‘Raised
decking and balconies’ (February 2016).

8. Risk Implications

8.1 | Granting planning permission contrary to the recommendation of this report
undermines the principles of the adopted LDP policies and Supplementary
Planning Guidance. Such a decision would demonstrate an inconsistent
approach in the planning process and would set a precedent for excessive
structures in the locality.
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Agenda Item 10

By virtue of paragraph(s) 14 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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