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Dear Tracey
My registration reference 10031182 - Wrexham Power Ltd
I attach a written submission of the views I expressed at the oral hearings held on 28th and 29th
September. I have also attached two scanned documents as supporting evidence
Yours sincerely
Michael Morris

Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Byddwn yn ymateb i unrhyw
ohebiaeth yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd hyn yn arwain at unrhyw oedi.
Ewch i weld - mi fedrwch chi dalu, rhoi gwybod, gwneud cais, dweud eich dweud, a
dod o hyd i wybodaeth ar-lein yn www.wrecsam.gov.uk. Arbedwch bapur meddyliwch cyn argraffu!
Mae'r neges e-bost hon ac unrhyw atodiadau wedi eu bwriadu ar gyfer yr unigolyn
neu?r sefydliad y?i cyfeirir atynt yn unig. Am yr amodau llawn yngl?n â chynnwys a
defnyddio?r neges e-bost hon, ac unrhyw atodiadau, cyfeiriwch at
www.wrecsam.gov.uk/top_navigation/disclaimersw.htm
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. We will respond to any correspondence in
Welsh and this will not lead to any delay.
Take a look - you can pay, report, request, have your say and find information
online at www.wrexham.gov.uk. Save paper - think before you print!
This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the individual or
organisation to whom it is addressed. For full conditions in relation to content and
use of this e-mail message and any attachments, please refer to
www.wrexham.gov.uk/top_navigation/disclaimers.htm     
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3. Site selection:
The Community have serious concerns over the site selection and if other sites have been
realistically assessed.

It is important to look back over time to appreciate why.

This site and the adjoining site to the north formed land owned by Kinsgmoor Park and was
included in the Unitary Development Plan as a possible single user site as there were no
large sites readily identified on the Industrial Estate ( Policy E3). It was an exceptions policy
as there was - and is, an adequate supply of industrial land within the existing boundary of
the estate. The land is largely outside of the Industrial Estate settlement limit and located
within open countryside in the adopted Unitary Development Plan although there has been
representations made to the LPA to include the sites within the emerging Local
Development Plan currently at its preferred strategy stage.

In 2008 Kingsmoor submitted an application to develop the site – not in accordance with the
policy but to split it into two plots of roughly equal size known as plots 3A and 3B. The
proposed power station site being site 3B. Site 3A is to the north of site 3B. Their mitigation
was that this 3B site was required for an existing haulage contractor (TDG) already based at
their premises and who wished to expand onto this site. The northern site(3A) would be a
speculative permission. They claimed it would safeguard an existing business and provide
the opportunity for over 160 new jobs.

This was refused by the LPA and a subsequent appeal was held heard by R. G. Gardener. He
concluded that the development of such land would undoubtedly impact harmfully on the
existing character and appearance of the locality and that it falls significantly outside the
terms of policy PS1 PS2 and PS4 (para 34) in the UDP.

Nevertheless, he partially allowed the appeal by agreeing to the development on site 3B but
not 3A.
His decision was clearly influenced by the requirements of TDG Para 48 states “ I accept for
operational and viability reasons that could only be realistically achieved on land adjoining
its existing operation and unit 3B is well locate for that. Accordingly I accept that there is a
proven need which this part of the scheme would meet” (para 48). It was not made a
personal permission in favour of TDG as this would be contrary to the appropriate TAN.

Immediately following the appeal decision, Wrexham Power secured an option on the land
and Kingsmoor commenced the process all over again in relation to site 3A claiming it was
for an expansion to accommodate the haulage company who by now had taken over TDG
known as NDL. This was subsequently allowed on appeal (Aug 2013) and the land was
immediately marketed and has remained on the market ever since. Again, the decision of
the inspector (Kay Sheffield) was influenced by the need to protect and enhance an existing
business. Para 28 of her report “ the development would secure the presence of NDL on
Wrexham Industrial Estate”

Understandably the community felt conned by the whole process.

In terms of Wrexham Power’s requirements, the site was selected based on the need for the
larger power station which they have since abandoned. As far as I am aware after they
reappraised their capacity requirements there has not been a reappraisal of potential
alternative suitable sites.

It is felt locally that the smaller power station could have been housed within the Industrial
Estate in not such a prominent location. It is acknowledged that both inspectors, in granting
permission for warehousing, has given the green light to develop both sites but there is a
significant difference between what is now proposed and the warehouse building agreed.
The warehouse is 19m in height with no stacks. The power station proposal is 30m in height
with 50m stacks.

There is no evidence to show why the Maelor Gas works site had not been seriously
considered other than it was not available. I remember this site with gasometers on it, it is
a brown field site which is underused and is located well back from public view points.
Additionally, it would negate the need to run a gas pipeline through good agricultural land
with the intendent environmental damage and would minimise any risk from leakage etc.

The claim that the power station would safeguard the electricity supply to the industrial
estate is no longer valid in a direct sense as we are told the energy will feed into the
national grid. As such the location alongside the industrial estate is no longer critical.
Similarly, there seems to have been no progress (since initially promoted in 2008) on the use
of providing heat as a bi- product to the adjoining industrialists.
It appears that the site selection criteria are based purely on the ease of development on an
open greenfield site

4.

Air quality

This again concerns the community of Isycoed as the prevailing wind from the Industrial
Estate affects the village. It is fair to say that the Estate in general has moved away from
heavy polluting industries and we have seen a larger number of food manufacturers based
here. One concern for years (resulting in monitoring stations being housed in the village) is
the cumulative effect of emissions from various processes and any effect the cocktail or mix
of emissions could have on health.

We have not been told the final stack height for the power station which makes one assume
that they are not certain of the emissions or dispersal modelling. How can anyone comment
without such fundamental information. For the sake of an alleged creation of 30 jobs, it is
important that many other jobs are not jeopardised by the development whether the fear
of pollution is fact or perceived.

6.

Gas and electricity connections

Members of the community are perplexed by the planning system which allows two
fundamental features of the proposal to be dealt with separately and not as part of a
cohesive whole.
The gas connection has now been determined by Wrexham Council and we were directed
by the Planning Manager not to discuss the merits or otherwise of the power station as it
was a separate matter. Indeed, you said the same at your last public hearing and so there is
some confusion over whether we should be discussing these aspects today.
I have been asked if they are to be considered completely separately to the power station
application, why a site inspection was undertaken yesterday (Tues 27th Sept) to the Maelor
Gas Works site and what purpose would it served. I can only assume it was familiarisation in
relation to compulsory acquisition which is part of this enquiry
In terms of the electricity connection, many communities are relieved the connection
offered is now underground as indeed they were relieved when the reduction in capacity
meant that existing pylons could have been used without increasing their height and size.
Again, I have been asked could this be changed yet again if it is in the hands of SPEN rather
than the applicants?
Can a recommendation be conditional upon the electricity connection definitely being
under- ground?
It seems bizzare that the gas connection needs planning consent to go underground but an
electricity connection going underground with similar environmental disruption may not
require consent and could be permitted development.

7/8 Landscape, visual and related
Obvious concerns have been rehearsed previously in written submissions. It is clear the
proposal is going to be large in scale and intrusive on the landscape and I would remind
those present of the Inspectors comments mentioned earlier. He also concluded “that the
continuing conformity of this area with the Dee Terraces Character Area would be seriously
infringed” and “it remains the case that there would be a large encroachment into the
countryside and a significant impact on the landscape” (para 52)
Bear in mind he was considering a 19m high warehouse and whilst the power station does
not fill the same footprint as the warehouse, its almost doubling of the height is a significant
feature.
Many in the village of Isycoed remember well the Fiberglas or Owens Corning Towers which
were about 60m high and fairly close to this application site at its southern point. They were
intrusive and could not be screened effectively. They were a blot on the landscape from
Cheshire (Shocklach /Worthenbury area). The towers were demolished in about 2004 and
the fact that they existed over a decade ago is no justification for replicating a similar
intrusion. The applicant states that it is not their role to hide the power station but to
mitigate its impact. The best form of mitigation would have been to select a less prominent
site. Visual impact is not an exact science and can be very subjective.

9

Noise

One of the most frequent complaints is that of noise emanating from the Industrial Estate. It
can be from air conditioning plants, manufacturing processes, doors left open in hot
weather, steam valves, vehicular movement or reversing bleepers.
Experience shows that it is very difficult to attribute a noise source as there may be several
potential causes in any one area. I do know that creeping background levels have been a
concern to the Council’s public protection department over the years.
This proposal will not be masked by other buildings and natural features. Those living along
the B5130 will be most significantly affected as they are now with noise emanating from
Kellogs and increased road noise from Bryn Lane.

Open Hearing
At the open hearing I referred to the location of the former Fiberglas Ltd Towers. It was
suggested that these had been located on the application site although my recollection was
different. It was noted that evidence of hard standing had been seen on the application site
at the site visit on Tuesday 27th Sept.

I attach for the Inspector’s information and consideration a scanned document relating to
planning application CB 2897 to reinforce my point.
The first block plan clearly shows the car park referred to in the hearing which is on the
application site. I would suggest that the hard standing noticed on the site visit may have
been the remains of the old Bryn Lane, the line of which can be seen on the block plan to
the west of the car park. The second plan shows the towers in relation to the original main
production building and attached to the southern elevation of it – well away from the power
station application site in in line with the recollection of the local residents.

I have also attached a scanned letter from HOW Partnership circulated to all members of
the planning committee in 2012 in relation to site 3A to demonstrate how much reliance
was placed by the applicant and inspector on the requirements of an existing employer.

