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Re: Observation to Case reference: RL26.3 1 1366

311366: Killugger Farm, Killugger, Killinick, Co. Wexford.
Planning Reference numbers EXD00824, 2008 1365, 20032095, 20100598, 20140296, a number of older farm
building structures erected prior to planning acts and the development of the above-mentioned planning
references.
Wexford County Council

I am writing in relation to the referral submitted by Wexford County Council in respect to the change of use
from class 6 to class 7 of a former cattle farm to a now commercial scale pig operation at Killugger, Killinick,
Wexford. This commercial scale pig operation has severely impacted our lives and property, depriving us of our
basic human right of fresh air, causing environmental pollution and we do not know the full impact that the
emissions from this operation will have on our health long term.

We have been raising our concerns with Wexford County Council since our first letter dated9Wh of August
2017 which also mentioned the change of use from class 6 to class 7 (Letter attached - Planning file reference
PMcD/GC/PE 0090/2017). The original case file was closed on 22-d of November 20 17 as Wexford County
Council were satisfied that there was no unauthorised development at that site.

A Chara,

ka

We are constantly suffering from the obnoxious smells, increase in flies and vermin. We are worried about our
health and we can’t go about our normal day living without worrying about which direction the wind is going
to be and can’t enjoy our home and garden. Furthermore, our home which we have worked all our lives for has
been significantly devalued.

This operation is constantly emitting gas fumes, including ammonia being taken directly from the pig shed
through the extractor fans and released directly onto us and other residents. If the extractor fans (which no
planning permission was sought for) stopped working, the pigs would be killed from the gasses. Why is it then
ok for these same gasses and toxins to be extracted from this pig shed and released directly onto us to breathe
in the same? Ammonia alone is very dangerous and is known to cause damage to a person’s respiratory system.

Wexford county council has said they sympathise with us about the situation, but we feel they have not done
enough to protect the resident of the area.

Tom Banville email dated November 20th and attached.

“Firstly, I do sympathise with the situation you and your neighbours find yourself in with relation to the Piggery
in Killugger. By all reports and accounts the odours from the piggery are obnoxious and must be very difficult
to live with on a daily basis”.

In April 2020 a warning letter was issued in respect of the slats and ramp. In September 2020 the outcome of a
section 5, reference EXD00824 stated that the development was not exempt from change of use planning. In
November 2020 Wexford County Council issued an enforcement order in relation to the “installation of slatted
tanks and ramp without the benefit of planning permission” but there was no mention of the matter on change
of use from class 6 to class 7.
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rddition to having no planning for change of use from cattle to pigs, there are many other planning issuesT

L._ociated with this operation including;
• Shed size far exceeds the 1,012 square meters per original planning permission of the cattle shed in

2008 ref:20081365. As per Steve Goodell’s report it is approximately 1,770 square meters.
Furthermore, it was noted in the planners report of 20081365 that the “shed is very large at 1012sq.m,
however it was granted as it forms part of an existing agricultural complex and on condition it did not
breach conditions attached to the same. Would retention planning permission not be required for this?
Furthermore, Premier Pigs does not have planning permission to change the structures of the sheds
from that of a straw-based cattle shed to a large commercial pig finishing unit with slurry tanks, slats,
internal automatic thermostatically controller ventilation system, external chimneys constantly
releasing gas and fumes onto the residents.
Other planning conditions attaching to the original grant of the cattle shed ree20081365 have now
been seriously breached including
(i) “management of the activity so as not to cause environmental pollution"
(ii) “would not seriously injure the amenity of the area”. This has been our biggest cause of

complaint as we have been constantly experiencing an obnoxious and overpowering smells
with toxins caused by the pig operations and are seriously concerned about the impacts on our
health. We have a public bore hole well on the R739 road and situated approx. 350m away
from the pig operation, which feeds into the local scheme.

• Having regard to the residential nature of the area and the scale of the commercial scale piggery
development, the significant modifications and upgrades are clearly in breach with the conditions
attaching to planning reference 20081365

• Also, they keep adding silos on site, also without planning. There are at least 5 silos on site. The
last of them installed late last summer in 2020. Many of them are higher than the sheds, so over
12 meters in height and are now attaching to two sheds at least,

• Question 15 as per the planning application form of planning reference requires the applicant to
state the existing use and to state the floor area of buildings proposed for a “material change of
use” to that existing or established. While the stated use as “Farmyard” not piggery is noted
more importantly, no material change of use was proposed. No material change of use from the
previously established use was ever proposed by any of the planning applications submitted and
approved

• An earlier shed application 20032095 of the farm specifically answered 'Not applicable” on the
planning application on the question regarding both the size/capacity of slurry tanks existing,
proposed and means of effluent disposal. Activities associated with a piggery, not cattle.

• As per the conditions and planning grant of 2008 1365 the shed was to be constructed in
accordance with Department of Agriculture and food section 101, November 2003, Minimum
specifications for the structure of agricultural buildings. this aforementioned document outlines
the minimum EU basic agriculture housing requirement needs for the housing of animals such as
cattle, but the S101 standard alone would not meet the housing needs of intensive farm animals,
ventilation being one. The housing of pigs is very specific and would need to be covered by
additional standards. This is clearly demonstrated by the fact premier pigs has had to significantly
convert and upgrade the cattle shed by inserting extractor fans, slats and many silos. Therefore,
specific pig specifications have not been met nor mentioned in the planning of 20081365.

• We have a public bore hole well on the R739 road and situated approx. 351)m away from the pig
operation, which feeds into the local scheme.

e

e



(

t . „so9 from an FOI document, it would appear Wexford County Council would have no issue granting
permission for slats and ramp, and seem to ignore the issue of the pig operator not having planning for change
of use for class 6 to class 7.

Envlronmmement of the pIg facility and are happy wIth their enaronmenta1
compliance in general. Although I don’t thInk tIny were aware of the unauthorised use occurrlng in Shed
B. Regarding EIA we cons}dered the various threshokis for pIg farms and based on dIe Information we have
avaIlable to us Kllru8Ber is not meeting those threshokJs at the moment (there were less than 2000 pIgS on site at
the most recent count).

It is aIm llketY that if the OBntor applies for retentk>n permIssIon for the development works carried out to date
they will be granted as essentIally the use is in principle acceptable at thIs location. However none of the above wIll
be wetoome news to the thIrd party.

I’m at ext 6386 today if you'd IIke to discuss any of the above further,

Regards,

Susan

Susan Mahon I Exewtive Plannerl Plannln8 and Development
Wexford County CouncII, County Hall, Cardcklawn, Wexford Y35 WY93
T: (}53 919 6386 1 F' SIllian MahantiDworfnrdrnrn in 1 Uf • nn8nB# Olav+nPdAnPn rn

Slurry and Monitoring of waste
The environmental implications of the current use of the site as an intensive pig finishing unit/s have never
been determined and properly assessed. The spreading of wastes, the transportation of waste, the spreading of
pig slurry and soiled waters, the potential impact on aquifers and existing wells, the formulation and
implication of a nutrient management plan, the maintenance of a register in relation to land spreading, the
disposal of general wastes and bunding, noise impact and odour emissions all remain unchecked, unassessed
and unregulated. No vermin control plan, checks on how carcasses of dead animals being disposed etc. We
understand from the information obtained under an FOI request, there has been no checks on the storage
capacity of the slurry and waste.
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If this development is allowed to proceed without the relevant planning permissions for change of use and
retention, does this set precedence for anyone to acquire a property and do what they wish with it without the
relevant planning permissions in place?
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I appeal to the Board to consider our observations in the overall context of this commercial scale pig farm and
our residential community.

Yours Sincerely

ada
Signed on behalf of individuals named below:

C,„t,,tN,m, EqTH£el',AG tall 1:) a t e ) qg1r IIIrrr)IEIIIIb1F1FHH)f )) IL=) at

„„„„ B>HUg k,{,£H , De-I ,i Aq 14 k9EKF<£D ~; gE C2'SO

Address
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Wedatf Ccxnty (iI>una
PlannIng DepadrTnnt
Customer Savla UnIt
Bkxk B. CtI#Ity Hall
CarrtcAlawn
Wexford

Re: Objection to Killuggw Farm change of 8ub8bnUal n8tun which hag WI
Impac# on neIghbours and the k>cal c$rmwntty

Dear Sir/Madam

I am writing kxlay to otjocl to the farming of pIgS at Kllu99or Um, wtrHd1
prevIOUSly farmu! cattle

nta farmIng of M nWseats a nut6dal change in ate use d an butkHrXP at
KiHl8WF fenn- The PlannifU aKI DwelWnwH Ragul8buls (2tXil ) Class 7 sats
all the plannIng exemption brIgtg for tIn houdng of pigS. EMily 8tH milk_
Roof<1 stnxHww for the hcxrstrIg of cattb. shwp. gmB, thnkeys. hmos of aU
kinds. dwr and raNits are cbfirnd undw Cla$$ 6. This di$tincbon in class d6arty
idonWio$ @tIl8 farming and pig farming to be $ubsbnUa Ity dfferent acOat% _ '

a"d as such KROW F8'm sIxx'kI HMm dan”@ pall§s§ic>n to farm pigs [if
the ox8mptbn Hnits in The FBannIng nxI Devek4}mHra Rogub6olu are - '
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In the pad wwk, I have exp•dennd a Wong wld w©w8ant cHau hom
KB+uggw farm due to the f8rmlrB of POS. t w\der8t8nd hat they pbn eo hana a
18198 nulldw of pig8 tn this bcabal
Sbdb8 ghciw that Pig taming hn many neg8bve imp&cU'

I PIg w88t8 a tone: High by#80f8rwrxIlya. hydtWW Wmd+ ard nI&8188
wIll pollute the beal arm

2 PIg fenn wltntxd6 b ab poBution: Hydrogen suIM and andotoxln come
from pig fxnB axl pollute dr

3 Pig f8nrn hua human health +ncr88sod lavd8 of msp+raIny wlatHem&
Klxioty. dopre88lon. and deep dbtwbanm. t#ue baby 8yndmrn.
di8ruptkx\ of thyvtdd furntk)n. bUtler cancer arId Quny Hwa health wtn9
ben been d€xxJ#wITted in people wIn live near pIg farms

4. The 8anH b unpb8Bant H8vhg a pIg tnm kl the #wwW max:@ evo
value of land umM by kx:d residents

I InsIst that tho m,ray axxxil rwi8w mmM dewlopannt9 at KHugg# Farm. and
take aptxtrpdate actIon to negate wty pcHenBalty negative impod on ItU beal
oornrwnlty

Yours S&UnIV
Kevin Bail
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r M)( !1,2a46 Mail - Jaimieleigh Bail - Outlook

RE: Unauthorised Development Killugger, Killinick - Planning Ref Number EXD00824

Tom Banville <Tom.Banville@wexfordcoco.ie>

To: JaimicLeigh Bail <Jaimi&Leigh.bail@outlook.ie>
Cc: heritage@antaisce.org <heritage@antaisce.org >; alice108@eircom.net <alice108@eircom.net>; Tom <boggantom@gmail.com>; Jim Codd MCC
< Jim.codd@wexfordmcc.ie>; Ger Carthy MCC <ger.carthy@wexfordmcc.ie>; marian.boggan@gmail.com <marian.boggan@gmail.corn>; Kevin Bail
<kevinkathybail@gmail,com>; Lisa McDonald MCC <lisa.mcdonald@wexfordmcc.ie>; Planning Enforcement <Planenf@wexfordcoco.ie>; Peadar
McDonald < Peadar.McDonald@wexfordcoco.ie>

Fri IB/12/2020 10:20

Hello Jamie,

I note your comments below, but in the event of future legal action by Planning Enforcement on this case, I respectfully decline to
comment any further on this matter.

As a complainant, you will be kept informed of any further major developments on this case, as you have been to date.

However, we as the Planning Authority will continue to investigate and pursue this matter through the appropriate powers within
Planning Law.

Regards

Tom Banville

Senior Executive Officer- Planning
Wexford County Council, Carricktawn, Wexford, Y35 WY93
T: 053 919 6200 1 M : 087-6796857
E: tom.banville@wexfordcoco.ie
W : www.wexfordcoco.ie/planning

v\y
Comhairle Contae Loch Garman

Wexford County Council

Need information and advice on COVID-1 9? Go to www.hse.ie/coronavirus

From: JamieLeigh Bail [maihDJaimieLeigh.bail@outlook.ie]
Sent: Og DecEmber 2020 23:08
To: Tom Banville

CI:: heritage©antaine.org; alice108©leirmm.neO Tom; Jim CI)dd MCE; Ger Carthy MCC; marian.boggan@gmail.com; Kevin Bail; Lisa
MOornH MCC
saljne Re: Unauthorised Dwek)pmnlt Killugger, Killinick - Planning Ref Numtnr EX£XX>824

Tom,

Further to your email below, why is the planners report EXD00824 contradictory to your email below and why have our
enforcement forms still not been acted upon?

In April 2020 a warning letter was issued in respect of the slats. In September 2020 your Senior executive planner signed
EX[>00824 stating that the development was not exempt hom change of use planning. In November you issue an enforcement
order in relation to the slats but tha fact is the operator doesn’t evenhave permission to operate and the outcome of
EXD00824 would supersede the issue of the slats,

It clearly states in the planning laws of the state that an agricultural farmer is allowed to rear pigs without planning for change
of use within any agricultural farm building not exceeding more than 75 square meters or a 100 square meters in aggregate
within a farm complex.

This indicates anyone is allowed to keep 158 finishing pigs approximately within the same. [Not relevant to the 2000 pig
places criteria in respect of the IPPC Licence or EIA assessment].

If the size of the shed(s) is bigger than 100 square meters in aggregate then planning for change of use is required from class 6
(cattle) to class 7 (pigs). Otherwise planning laws would be breached.

Given this criteria, Premier Pigs, Killugger currently has too many pigs on site and they have not obtained the right
permissions in respect of change of use.

As you can see from the significant modifications of this shed, it was never intended for pigs (extractor fans, slatted tanks,
bioproducts feed system, several silos). It was not designed to house pigs.

With respect to the original planning application 20081365 of this shed, the planners would have known the same was to be
an additional shed to an already existing and well-established cattle farm.

An earlier shed application 20032095 of the farm specifically answered “Not applicable” on the planning application to both
the size/capacity of slurry tanks existing, proposed and means of effluent disposal. Activities associated with a piggery, not
cattle
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Department of Agriculture and food -section-l61, November 2003, Minimum specifications for the strHctare of

_',_,,,,_,,__. _.~,_,,,,,VH, wvu,u vuu,UG LnG ruurrrrrum cu oasrc agrrculture hOUSIng requirement needs
for the housing of animals such as cattle, but the S101 standard alone would not meet the housing needs of intensive farm
animals, ventilation being one. The housing of pigs is very specific and would need to be covered by additional standards.
, ..., ., vluul lj u,ulUIlbualca Dy me Iact premier pigs has had to significantly convert and upgrade the cattle shed by inserting
extractor fans, slats and many silos. Therefore, specific pig specifications have not been manor mentioned in the planning of
20081365. Also, as previous mentioned the shed has significantly been altered to house the pigs. From talking to the DAFM
they advised me that the needs of pigs far exceed the needs of cattle as they are more sensitive to dust, have requirements
around ventilation, insulations and feeding systems. Also, the nutrIent content of slurTy with anomia and phosphorus with
respect to pig slurry is far greater than that of cattle and they produce far more slurry than cattle. Furthermore, piggeries are
required to have storage capacity for slurry for 6 months of the year which would also require planning permission.

3 nIC daxtopmeat shall tu cats©t&ted in xconiuuc wrth Dcpanmctrt ofAgncultwv uI F<xI SectIon 101,
Novcmtnr :(X)3. Muuawrr! occlfiutnns fat the SUi&Iwc of48ncuhunt huldtn8s

The change of use and requirement for planning is supported in the attached by the planners report as signed by your Senior
Executive Planner James Lavin on 02/09/20 and assistant planner Abigail Nuzum on 03/9/20 under EXD00824. And also
attached the Register of Executive orders P0887/20 signed by Diarmuid Houston on CM/09/20. Are these not important and
respected documents?

Assessment

The exIstIng farmyard complex contains a numtnr ol agrwltural shed8, three of which
were permItted for develolxnent WIthIn the last 20 years (2003, 2CX)8 and 2010 - see
'SIte History' above) The floor area alone of the three shod 8 most reoently permItted
exoeods 2.491 sqm and the rIdge heIghts of these three 8heds aH exceed IO 6m (du
htghest bang 12 +n) Based on the condItIOns and Itm4atwrs of both Class 6 and Class
7, a change of use for any of the sheds on thIS SIte would reqUIre plannIng pennlss©n.
as the floor area exceeds I00 sq m and the heIght exceeds 8 Cm where the sheds are
WIthIn I (X>m of a pUbIIC road (N25 to the east)

L
Moreover. the sheds on SIte are known localty to be used for pIg reanrB I finIShIng. and
where the sheds were prevIOUSly used for the hOUSIng of cattle. as per Class 6. the
change of use to hOUSIng of pIgS, as per Class 7. is not exempted development. and
such a change of use roqulres p{annlng permissIon /

it
Ii .,dn•Hll•

I would find it hard to believe that a planner in their capacity would issue such a blanket planning permission. If that were the
case, anyone can simply apply for agriculture and put in pigs, mink or poultry on site or buy an existing agriculture site and
do what they want with it. I have searched the planning register from several counties and examined several planning
applications in respect of pig operations and have yet to find an application for an intensive pig operation where pigs were
omitted from the entire application. I have included a sample below for your reference.

Local Authority ! Applicant Name Reference Brief Development description Number of pigs
EIA Assessment
Y/N

Permission to construct a Pig

fattening house, feed kitchen,

bins, geomembrane lined manure
storage basin, water tanks, roof
mounted solar panels

Full planning permission for the
development of pig finishing
unit 2 meal bins and associated
site works
Permission for the erection of a

pig rearing facility with
associated fe6d storage, ancillary

services and site works, with
Improvements to exIstIng access
lane including the realignment of

the access point onto the public
road an appropriate assessment

screening report forms part of
this aDOlication.

Tipperary County
Council

Future Pigs Ltd 20650 1950 YES

Laois County
Council

Garrett Behan 2024 1932 NIS currently being
done

Wexford County
Council

Healy Pigs
Limited

20171191 1880
Planning refused
but no EIA/NIS
carried out
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( 8/09/2021, 20:46 Mail - Jaimieleigh Bail - Outlook

You were aq)icd in on my email yesterday to the environment depar Intent and it is a concern that planning conditions that were attaching
to the uiginaI grant of this shuI in its capacity as cattle shed have now been seriously br%tIred including;

(1)

(ii)
“management of the activity so as not to cause environmental pollution" .

Would not seriously injure the amenity of the area

Also, there is no planning for the several additional silos on site.

However, the bottom line is that they do not have planning to operate in their capacity as a pig operator and they require change
of use arIm class 6 attIc te class 7 pin

I would greatly appreciate it if all recipients of this e-mail were kept in copy on future correspondence regarding the above.

Awaiting your response

Jaimie-Leigh

Extracts from Planners report – EXD00824

Planning Raf. No.: EXtXX)824

NOW THEREFORE Wextord Counly Councrt. in en8r€+84 of the lxwvw8 comMIT# on it
by mann 5(2)(a} of the PlannIng and DwdopTlent Act 2CXX) (as amended). hereby
decIdes that the change of use from Ctass 6 to Class 7 of tha 'Exempted Development
RegulatIons - Rural b development and 18 not exempted developbit

I

\

Motwver. the 8heds on SIte are known locally to be used for PW rearIng / fInIShIng, aId
where the sheds were prw+ou31y used for the FlowIng of caRb. 85 per CLass 6 the
change of use to hOUSIng of pIgS. as per Class 7. rs not exempted development and
8uch a change of use ralwres plannIng permISSIon

Conclusion
It is wnsKJerod therefore that the change of use from Chu 6 to Class 7 of tIn
Exanptod Dwek>pmonl Regutanorrs - Rurat' canstnutes development and e not
examptai development havIng regard to the nature of agrICUltural praCtICe on SIte the
gross tkxx space and hetghts of the exIstIng 3truciures on SIte

R+carnm+ndaUon: Not Exempt
Having regard to the foregoIng it be decKH tha the change of un from Class 6 to
Class 7 of the 'Exempted [>evdopment RegulatIons - Rural is development and IS
not exempted doveloprnent

From: Tom Banville <Tom,Banville@wexfordcoco,ie>
Sent: Friday 20 November 2020 10:39

To: Kevin Bail <kevinkathybail@gmail.com>
Cc: heritage@antaisce.org <heritage@antaisce.org>; alicel08@eircom.net <alice108@eircom.net>; Tom <boggantom@gmail.com>;
jaimie-leigh.bail@outlook.ie <jaimie-leigh.bail@outlook.ie>; Jim Codd MCC <Jim.codd@wexfordmcc.ie>; Jim Moore MCC
<jim.moore@wexfordmcc.ie>; Ger Carthy MCC <ger.carthy@wexfordmcc.ie>; marian.boggan@gmail.com <marian.boggan@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: Unauthorised Development Killugger, Killinick - Planning Ref Number EXDO0824

18/og/MIca$$$al !uilqllgs'FQRowing correspondences with thMb!?nBAe£qnABgPi;nHWPkr.„d ,.d ,h, M,„;„, ,n„ n„„ A_
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Mail - JaimieLeigh Bail - Outlook

Hello Kevin,

Let me try to respond as fully as I can to your email below. Firstly, I do sympathise with the situation you and your neighbours find
yourself in with relation to the Piggerv in Killugger. By all reports and accounts the odours from the piggery are obnoxious and must be
very difficult to live with on a daily basis. However, with regard to my responsibility in Planning Enforcement I can only follow the
planning laws and any actions I can take must comply with Planning Laws. Separately, my colleague in Environment – Gerry Forde - is
also taking action on this matter through appropriate environmental legislation.

As you know, Wexford County Council issued a Planning Enforcement Notice on this site on the 6th November (copy attached). This
notice was issued following several inspections by the Planning Enforcement team and after much consideration by the Planning Team
here in Wexford County Council. In considering what enforcement action to take on this matter, we concluded to focus on the main
issue of unauthorised development which are of major concern to the Planning Authority. As you point out in your email below there
are other issues such development distance from road, shed heights and sizes, and other conditions from PP20081365 which we
considered either of less significance or possibly statue barred.

Let me address the issue of the Section 5 – Exempt Development Application EXD00824 - Whilst technically a change of use from class 6

to 7 would require planning permission, the planning permissions granted on the subject site did not limit the agricultural use
specifically to Class 6. Therefore in this instance planning permission for a change of use is not required and the use of the sheds for

rearing pigs is in accordance with the permissions granted

with regard to the solar panels we have checked the regulations again and its 50% of the total roof area within the overall agricultural
holding so currently the site does not meet the limitations and are exempt in this case.

In relation to additional silo’s these may require planning but it would be difficult to prove that they hadn’t replaced existing silo’s that
were authorised based on the info we have on file. It is something we can certainly keep an eye on going forward as we can use the
more recent inspections as reference points.

Regarding EIA we considered the various thresholds for pig farms and based on the information we have available to us, the piggery at
Killugger is not meeting those thresholds at the moment (there were less than 2000 pigs on site at the most recent count). There have
been two inspections on this site in the current year, and in both cases the count of pigs on site was less than 2,000 pigs,

The Enforcement Notice issued on the 6th November has a six week response period so we await a response from Premier Pigs Limited
in this regard. All development within the relevant site would be considered in the event that a planning application is submitted to
resolve the specific unauthorised development.

I understand you may not agree with our considerations nor our actions on this matter, but let me assure you we are doing all we can to
take planning enforcement on this site within the confines of planning law.

Sincerely

Tom Banville

Senior Executive Officer- Planning
Wexford County Council, Carricklawn, Wexford, Y35 WY93
T: 053 919 6200 1 M : 087-6796857
E: tom.banville@wexfordcoco.ie
W : www.wexfordcoco.ie/planning

L J
Need information and advice on COVID-1 9? Go to www.hse.ie/coronayjrus

From: Kevin Bail [mailto:kevinkathybail@gmail.com]
Sent: 15 November 2020 12:21
To: Tom Banville
Cc: heI it,rye@antaM.org; alial08@drcom.na; Torn; jaimie4eigh.bail@outlookie; Jim Ckxid MCC; Jim Moore MCC; Ger Carthy MCC;
marian.boggan@gmail.mm
Subjnt Unauthorised Development Killugger, Killinick - Planning Ref Number EXD00824

FAO:Tom Banville
Re:Unauthorised Dewkoment nlluggeGKillinick Wexford Y35 P3K2
Planning Ref Number EXD(X)824 and Reg of Executive Orders P0887/20

Tom,

We collecbvely as a group request a response from Wexford County Council as to why our Planning Enforcement forms in response to
EXDO0824 and P0887/20 have not been acted upon.
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Further to the outcome of planning reference EXtXX1824 confirming that the pig operation at Killugger, KiIHnick Co. Wexford Y35P3K2
has no planning permission to operate in its current capacity to operate as a pig operation as it does not have the relevant permissions
in respect of change of use class 6 to class 7.

In addition to having no planning for change of use from cattle to pigs and therefore not having permission for current level of
operations and works, there are many other planning issues associated with this operation including;

Less than IOOm from the main Rosslare road•

• Exceeds 8m in height

• Shed size far exceeds the 1012 square meters per original planning permission of the cattle shed in 2008 ref:20081365 and is
1708 square meters. Furthermore, it was noted in the planners report that the “shed is very large at 1012sq.m, however it was
granted as it forms part of an existing agricultural complex and on condition it did not breach conditions attached to the same.
• Other planning conditions attaching to the original grant of the cattle shed ref:2(X)81365 have now been seriously breached
including

-management of the activity so as not to ause environmental pollution" .
(ii) “would not seriously injure the amenity of the area”.

Following a council inspection in January 2020, there were more than 2100 pigs present on that day.
• Traffic has increased significantly with significant increase in desludging activity associated with commercial scale
piggery and we reported an accIdent to council with slurry tank (never occurred previously with cattle farm operation).
• Ballykelty/Killugger/Ballyfrnogue is a heavy residential area with 4(F50 houses within lkm radius of this commercial pig
operation, by no means a rural agricultural setting. In addition, there are several small local businesses based in the locality
also impacted.
• Also noted there is no planning permission for the modifications to the attle shed being the extractor fans to take the
gasses and smells out of the shed and release them into the air onto the residents.
• Further note is the fact they have covered both sides of another shed with solar panels and planning is required if more
than 50% of the roof is covered with the panels
• Also, they keep adding silos on site, also without planning.

Ii)

•

EIA Assessment
This has had a significant impact in a residential area. In addition to the size of the commercial scale property, the fact the shed
is 0.43 acres in size and on the day of an inspection there was more than 2CXX) pigs on site, Wexford county Council should as
their duty put the people of the locality first and conduct an environmental impact assessment and not the interests of a
commercial pig operator first who has a number of registered companies. Part 10 (Art 92) of the planning and development
regulations 2001 allows for a sub threshold where it is determined that it is “likely to have significant effects on the
environment”. Also, as previously communicated to Wexford County Council there are 2 other pig farms also in the area within
3km and we occasionally get the smell from one of the farms. The stench from the Killugger farm is far worse than the others
and far more frequent {daily). The smell from Killugger is absolutely horrendous and not a normal slurrY smell. It seems to have
chemicals/acid mixed in with it. Likely to be feeding the pigs with pot ales which would explain both the significant increase in
the number of flies in the area and gtrange smell.

We would greatly appreciate it if aU recipients of this e-man were kept in copy on future correspondence regarding the above.

Awaiting your reply.

Kevin, Kathy, Tom, Marian, Alice, Jaimie-Leigh

T+ an t-eolas sa r+omhphost seo agus in aon chomhad a ghabhann leis r+ada agus ceaptha le haghaidh +'s+'ide an t+' n+
an aonjiHn ar seoladh chuige iad agus na h+6+ide sin amh+'in. Is tuairirn+ n+ dearctha+ an +'dair amh edn aon
tuaidm+ n+ dearctha+ ann, agus n+ g+ gurb ionann iad agus tuairim+ n+ dearctha+ Comhairle Contae Loch Garman.

M+ bhfuair t+ an r+omhphost seo trIP cam+id, ar mhiste leat + sin a chur in i+I don seolt+'ir n+ le
cu$tomersewice@ wexfordcQco.ie. Scanann Comhairle Contae Loch Garman r+omhphoist agus ceangak+in Ie haghaidh
v+reas, ach n+ r+tha+oIIn s+ go bhfuil ceachtar d+obh saor + v+'reas agus ne. glacann dliteanas ar bith as aon
dam+iste de dhroim v+reas.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom
they are addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author, and do not necessarily represent those of
Wexford County Council. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender or
customerscn’iccQr wcxfordcoco.ie. Although Wexford County Council scans e-mail and attachments for viruses, it does not
guarantee that either is virus-free and accepts no liability for any damage sustained as a result of viruses.

A an t-eolas sa riomhphost seo agus in aon chomhad a ghabhann leis KInda agus ceaptha le haghaidh osaide an t6 n6 an
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aonain ar seoladh chuige iad agus na h6s6ide sin amhitn. Is tuairimi n6 dearcthai an adair amh£in aon tuairimi n6
dearcthai ann, agus ni gi gurb ionann iad agus tuairimi n6 dearcthai Comhaide Contae Loch Garman. Ma bhfuair ta an
riomhphost seo tri earraid. ar mhiste leat 6 sin a chur in ial don seolt6ir n6 le customersewice@wexfordcoco.ie. Scanann
Comhaide Contae Loch Garman riomhphoist agus ceangah3in le haghaidh vireas, ach ni rithaionn 56 go bhfuil ceachtar
diobh nor 6 vireas agus ni glacann dliteanas ar bith as aon dam&ste de dhroim vireas

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solety for the use of the individual or entity to
whom they are addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author, and do not necessarily
represent those of Wexford County Council. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender or
customerservice@wexfordcoco.ie_ Although Wexford County Council scans e-mail and attachments for viruses, it does not
guarantee that either is virus-free and accepts no liability for any damage sustained as a result of viruses,
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Date Mon hlar 8 2021 at 4 20 PhI

SubJect RE SubJect UnauthorIsed Development Klllugger Kllllnlck

To MarIan Boggan 'marian boggan,@ gmaIl com' kevlnkathyball@gmaIl com '-kevlnkathybaIl@gmaIl com>

Hello hlarlon

acknowledge your letter attached and the contents WIthIn ThIS letter WIll be added to the PlannIng Enforcement fIle on thIS matter

The PlannIng Enforcement fIte on thIS case is currently WIth our legal agents for legal opInIon on further legal actIon

Under these CIrcumstanCes I respectfully decIIne to comment any further on thIS case untIl legal opInIon IS provIded and consIdered

trust thIS clarIfIes our current pOSItIOn on thIS matter at thIS present tIme

Regards

Tom Banville

Senior Executive Officer. Planning
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Dear Tom,

I am writing in response to your emails and our previous discussions regarding the council’s failure
to issue a warning letter for the unauthorised change of use from cattle and sheep farming to
intensive piggery at Killugger farm.

Unauthorised Development

It is accepted by the council via email correspondence and by the Section 5 Declaration that a
change of use has occurred from Class 6 to Class 7 at Killugger. Your email of the 9th of December
states

“However, the farm has planning permissions for general agricultural use which did not specify
that it was a class 6 use and nothing in the information submitted with the planning that was
granted limited its use to cattle, sheep etc.

Therefore, although technically a change of class of use would require planning permission we
cannot prove in this instance a change of class occurred or that the farm wasn’t granted
permission as a class 7 initially."

1. The planning authority does not have an obligation under the Planning and Development
act to “prove" that unauthorised development is occurring. Once a warning letter is issued
the burden of proof is on the Piggery owners to prove that a change of use has not
occurred. The council are second guessing the outcome of the enforcement process as a
justification for not taking enforcement action.
The council’s opinion that the previous permissions granted on site amounts to “general
agricultural use" is incorrect. A change of use has occurred from class 6 to class 7 (from
sheep and cattle rearing to an intensive piggery). In order to justify enforcement action all
that needs to be established is that this has occurred.

2.

Obligation under the Planning and Development Act

Your email to Kevin Bail on the 20th of November 2020 states the following:

“I do sympathise with the situation you and your neighbours find yourself in with relation to the
Piggery in Killugger. By all reports and accounts the odours from the piggery are obnoxious and
must be very difficult to live with on a daily basis. However, with regards to my responsibility in
Planning Enforcement I can only follow the Planning Laws"

All we are requesting is that you follow the Planning Laws in particular Section 152 of the Planning
and Development Act which states:

Where–-
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(a) a representation in writing is made to a planning authority by any person that
unauthorised development may have been, is being or may be carried out, and it
appears to the planning authority that the representation is not vexatious, frivolous or
without substance or foundation, or

(b) it otherwise appears to the authority that unauthorised development may have been, is
beinq or may be carried out,

the authority shall issue a warninq letter to the owner, the occupier or any other person carryinq
out the development and may give a copy, at that time or thereafter, to any other person who in its
opinion may be concerned with the matters to which the letter relates.

Section 152 requires that a planning authority issue a warning letter where they consider that
unauthorised development may have been, is being or may be carried out. It does not require
the planning authority to prove that unauthorised development has occurred. Assuming that the
piggery owners have a loophole type response available to them under the guise of “general
agriculture” does not absolve the council of their legal obligation to implement Section 152 of the
Act. The Council are aware that unauthorised development may have been, is being or may be
carrIed out and as such are obliged to issue a warning letter for all unauthorised uses including the
change of use.

The council do not know that the owners of the piggery will respond with a defence. They may
respond with a planning application and or a genuine attempt to regularise their business. The
issuing of a warning letter does not require the council to issue Enforcement Proceeding but it
might prompt the owners of the piggery to engage with the council to regularise unauthorised
development and address environmental concerns.

The issues addressed by the councils current Enforcement Notice are minor and may be treated as
such by the piggery owners. In addition, it may prejudice any future Enforcement proceedings on
the basis of change of use and other breaches of planning. The council should issue a warning
letter for all unauthorised development that may have been, is being or may be carried out
immediately and are legally obliged to do so.

General Agricultural Use

Your email of the the 09/12/2020 states the following:

“Essentially, if we bring an enforcement case on the use, the alleged offender would just need to
simply state that they had planning permission for general agricultural use. We need to look ahead
to what may be enforceable in court if that day comes."

Your statement of the 16/12/2020 states the following:

“the farm has planning permission(s) for general agricultural use which did not specify that it was
class 6 use and nothing in the information submitted with the planning that was granted limited
its use to cattle, sheep etc.
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It has already been established above that the council do not need to look ahead to what may be
enforceable in court to issue a warning letter. I accept the fact that issuing Enforcement
proceedings are different however, it’s ultimately for the courts to decide if a breach of planning
has occurred not for the council to second guess or predict an outcome.

The Council have a legal obligation to issue a warning letter as soon as they are aware that
unauthorised development may be occurring. The offender’s response may provide justification
enough to proceed with Enforcement proceedings.

Question 15 of Wexford County Councils Planning Application Form

Question 15 of Wexford County Councils planning application form requires the applicant to state
the existing use and to state the floor area of buildings proposed for a “material change of use" to
that existing or established. While the stated use as “Farmyard” not piggery is noted, more
importantly, no material change of use was proposed.

No material change of use from the previously established use was ever proposed by any of the
planning applications submitted and approved. Condition one of the permitted applications
requires that the development be carried out in accordance with the details submitted. As a
material change of use was not proposed in response to Question 15 of the associated planning
application forms for any of the permitted developments, general agricultural use is not
applicable.

The permissions granted are therefore limited to the class of use on site at the time of their
making which was not general agriculture or piggery but the keeping of sheep and cattle. In order
to determine that a change of use has occurred from Class 6 to Class 7 the council need only
determine that a change from the keeping of cattle and sheep to intensive pig farming occurred
after the planning permissions were granted. This is known to be the case and occurred in 2017.

The following details were provided as part of a Freedom of Information Request and consist of a
report from Steve Gooden, Technician with the Planning Department of Wexford County Council.
It is noted that the report specifically mentions that the owner stated to him while he was

conducting a site visit, that “ Pigs had been kept in the shed since 2D 1 6*, cattle were kept previous
to this

This statement is sufficient to determine that a change of use has occurred from cattle to pigs and
as such from Class 6 to Class 7 and forms sufficient basis to proceed with enforcement proceeding
on the basis of an unauthorised change of use having occurred.
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Non anp,ianc8 v/Rh condition no. 1 of Plan Reg 200e13q5 Cslatted tanks aFa not
shawn oi the drawings) lodged with the planning application

S . away/?

Steve Goatlen
TechnicIan, PlannIng Department.

The herd book associated with the previous cattle farming use on site registered with the ICBF,
Bord Bia Certificates, applications to the EPA for Industrial Emissions License and/or Integrated
Pollution Control Licenses, land registry details, change of address from owner to owner which
may reference Piggery, and company registration documentation could all also be utilized to
determine when the change of use occurred.

Alternatively, the piggery owners could be asked directly in open court as part of Enforcement
Proceedings to confirm the date that the chance of use occurred. The previous owner could also
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be called to confirm the use as being for the keeping of sheep and cattle prior to the
establishment of an intensive pig finishing unit/s.

The environmental implications of the current use of the site as an intensive pig finishing unit/s
have never been determined and properly assessed. The spreading of wastes, the transportation
of waste, the spreading of pig slurry and soiled waters, the potential impact on aquifers and
existing wells, the formulation and implication of a nutrient management plan, the maintenance
of a register in relation to land spreading, the disposal of general wastes and bunding, noise
impact and odor emissions all remain unchecked, unassessed and unregulated. No vermin control
plan etc. It is the responsibility of the Council to seek any means necessary to regulate what is
known to be a hugely corrosive activity in terms of environmental impacts.

The council should issue a warning letter immediately in relation to the change of use requesting
clarification regarding when the piggery was established on site and should consider enforcement
proceedings based on the response received and legal opinion of same. The council should not, as
suggested by your emails, second guess the outcome of the enforcement process and refuse to
take action on that basis. Ultimately it would be for the courts to decide if the use is in breach of
planning and not the Planning Authority.

Personally, in the context of the Section 5 Determination, the ability to establish the previous use
verses the current use and the fact that no material alterations were included as part of previous
planning permissions, I fail to see how any court could not determine that planning permission is
required

In your previous emails you refer to the extensive knowledge and expertise of your Senior
Planners, Engineers and Director of Services. I request that you discuss the above in detail and
seek comment also from the Councils Solicitor.

Please acknowledge receipt of this correspondence and respond in a timely manner

Regards
Kevin Bail

Kathy Bail
Thomas Boggan
Marian Boggan

*The farmyard and buildings were not sold until 2nd half of 2017
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Plantgng Ref. Ko.: ExmB24 PlannIng Ref. No.: EXDCXt824

Ptznninq and Develol#tretrt Act 20tX3 {as amended)

couvrY atHOI

3 5EP2a20

6

q:

Register No.: EXDO0824

sIred -c+range oftBe from

KiUuggw Farm, KRlugger, KnllnieJt, Co.Location:

san bywt a8 per 201CXtS98

20081 365 - GERRARD & PHILIP STAFFORD - CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW
AGRICULTURAL SHED AND ANCILLARY SITE WORKS.
Deciswl (Grant / Refuse) - Granted sutject to corxJttions
Canrrened? – Yes
Contributions paid? – Yu (refunded as nitrates compliant)

=man
./‘

Site Location and Description:

Existr® fwmynd a)mp4ex knal8d off the N25 at Killuwr. aIx>ut 2 4km ncxthwst of
Kdgrlck. TIle hrmyanJ b sunounchd by agncx#tural larxl. and is knant to in in we u a
pig{eadng facility in lunt thus. Ttn eastern+mst shed is set back about %n fInn
tIe N25. wIlde the wutem+nost sled b about lahr! from the R739 Kdmae roH_ The

nearest n$ideatid popaty (exdt#dirlg the chet&ng associded nth the s4e) a kx:abd
abota130mrw#)ea$tof#Bapp+kztIonHBe

20100$98 - PAULA STAFFORD - CONSTRUCT AN AGRICULTURAL SHED AND
ASSOCIATED SITE WORKS
Decbk)a {GraIl / Refuse) - Grantai sutied to axxhtxxt$
Cmnmence<P – Yes
Coatnbutlorn paid? - YU ' /

Site History:

20032095 – GERARD a PHIUP SrAFFORD - ERECTION OF AN AGRICULTURAL
SHED
Decbbn (Grant / Refuse) - Granted sut8ect to conditions
CunrrnncecP – Yes
ContrtutiaB Ind? - n/a

Page 1 of 7 Page 2 of 7
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Plannh9 Ref. No.: DlmoB24 PlannIng Ref. No.: EXIXX>824

Works cort8btlng tf ttnpwrda1 afa IIX>hd stnldun for the hOUSIng of cattle. 8heep
goaB. nMB. tw9es, deer or nuts, hwiru a gran fkxjr weee not 8xceedlng 2CX)
squae meRe3 (utleOnr or not by extensbn of an exnting structure). and any andlbry
provisbn for efntent staage '

are a numtw of oorx}rtials ard Irntt3bun attached to thIS exemption

No such stnx:lure shall tn used ftx any puqx)se other than the purpose of
aWARe

{
2. TIle goes floor span of such structures together with any other &uch

stnniures 8auatu! within Ite snrn tannyad mmpt8x or within ICX)metru of
that axtqSex dun mt exceed 3(Xi square metres gross floor SInce in
HWPk

SIte layout as per ax132D95
3 EHud drxap facSItes abquate to suve the strutRule havIng regard to ItS

sU, we and-knation shall in oonstrucled in llrn with tkpartmont of
Agdctdtrxe. Ftxxj arxi Rural Deve+opvretTt and Department of the
Enytruvnent and Lanl (RNemrTent requirements and shall have regard to
tte ned to wad water Ix#lutton

Development in Question:
TNs proposal b a ecprest fu a tbdaatxn urxhr Sedx)n 5 of tte Ptarywrg arId

M 2cm ( as arnerxbd) ID thiermtne w+nltrw or nd tIe ctwroe cf we
fran Class 6 to Class 7 of tIn 'ExeInl#ed Dew+c4xTnnt Regulabcxu - Rural' oortstKutr

lpted &vebWnt 4 No such structure shall in situated. and no effluent from such structure shall

be s&xed. vuthin 10 metres of any pubic road.
+i

TtuplW'osd wil tnasse$saiHiOWI ttelxwbions ot 5 No such S&UCtlwe u+thIn kX) metres of any public real shall exceed 8 metres
in tnbht

Sec$<xrs3aIX14ofBUPtam#rgarxllhnkrlxrterd Adaxx3(=annxbd),
Alti:bs 6 and 9 of the PlamvB and Regulatk)m 2 (X)1 ( a
amended) and
Schedtde 2. Part 3 Class 6 aixI CJass 7 of tIn Plannwu arxi Devdownent
Regr4arar9 ax>1 (= amended)

6 No 3rxJ1 strucfure shall tn situated. and no effltnnt from such structure shall
tn stored. within 1(X) antes of any house (other than the hous8 af tho person
prwkhng the stnxSure) or cXtw re6xlerdial txrikllng or school. h08pital. church
or btrlUing usa for pIdHe u8etnbly. saw WIth the mn80nt in wrIting of the
rarer and as may tn ©lxopnate. the oaul>+u of person in charge thereof

'Sedkn 3(1) cf tte Plan#m arxi Devek3WrnTR Ad. 2tXX) (a amerxbd) Afilm
'develolxneat' as meantrg. excel# where the context ottlerwtse roqt8res. 'ttIe carryIng
add any wtxks ul. in. over or under hnd or the makIng of my materIal change in the
188 of any stnx:hxeor ottw taxI

7. No wtpahted metal sheeting shall in used for roofing or on the external finISh ‘
ofttnsWdtw / /

7 af Part 3 of Schalub 2 re13tu to tIn follwtng deve+owTent

It IS ax\sxkred havIng regard to tIe atxwe defin Mon that the p
'u(xks' arxi 'develotxnart' unthm tIre mean91g of the Act

Works cort8isbng of the pwisbn of a roofed structure for the hOUSIng of pIgS. mInk or
poultry, havIng a grus &xx SInce nd ax£>8eding 75 square metre9 (whether or not by
extensxxr tf at existiru SBuclure), arxl arty ancillary ptwBion kx effttnnt storage -

Class 6 of Part 3 of Schectub 2 re+atu to the following devek4xTent
„/‘ here are a numtnr of ditions and IImItations attached to this exemptIon;

1 No sub stnrcltxe shaH be used for any pupoee oem than the puane of
a®aue ' ' ' ' ' /

Page 3 of 7 Page 4 of 7
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Pinning Ref. No.: EXIXXB24 PlannIng Ref. No.: EXD00824

2Ttu Foss &xx span of slxbsllwlwe WBw vmratry otter slxftUwclure8
tu,lied WIthIn the sane fa„lyard axnpkx or within ICXJ metres of that wnplex

shall not exceed lao square metres grIns fkxx Niace in aggregate.

i This b %poa#y so Mere pIg faanm9 & conemed. a sub deveklpm8nt is required
I to be screened for Errvironmultal Impact Assessment (Part I of Schedule 5. article 17)

Emuent stotage facates acbquale to serw the stnntwe havbIg regard to its
sla. use arxl kxatx>n sInI in axIs&uc2ed in Ike &th Department of 4grbuttue.
Food arxi Rural Chveb+nIall and Depadnent of the Ewirownerd and Lad
Government retpirUTtents arxi shaH have ngard to ttu reed to avoid water
poHuhof:

audI haang egaN to tIn cHaas mnwning the referral it is cwnkkred that the
deve©annttonsisting of a change of use fran Class 6 to Class 7 of the 'Exempted
Dew%aunt Regulatkwls - Rural’ is cbvek4xnent and is not exempted development
as tte aggregale Rxx arm exaed$ 1(X) sq.m. arxl ridge height exceeds 8.am where
tIn 3tax3ures are WIthin 1(X)m of a public roH.

b,/

4 No such StItx:lure shall tn saual8d. and no efHtent fran SIX:h sin+c:tue shal tn
dated. wMHI IOaBbHofatypubbCIDad

5 No such shUitIre within ICX3 netresaf any public roaJ shall exceed 8 mebee h
tDigld

Conclusion:
It is consUered therefore that the change of use from Class 6 to Class 7 of the
'Exerrvtd Owe{oanrrt Regutabotrs – Rural' constitutes dwe}opmeat and is not

pM dndt4xnont haviw regard to the nature of agdauftural practIce on site. the
gross &xx spaoe and heights of the exwbng structures on SIte6 No such strulure shall te srtuaW, and no efftrnnt fran such s&Ireturn shaH in

sUed, within 1<XJ metres at any tx>use (ottnr than tIe bw= of the person
prwkllng tIn stnx£ue) or alter e3dential buildbIg or 8dxx#, hospital. dtI#ttl or
buddng used br put>In assembly, save wIll tIe cortseat in wr#xU of the owner
and. as may be approprIate. the oc£uIAn or person in charge thereof . Recommendation: Not Exempt

HavIng regard tD the fuegoing. It tn decided that the change of use fIt>m Class 6 to
Class 7 of tIn 'Exempted Dwekipatent RegulatIons - Rural' is dwelopment and is
nat exempted dewIamt /

7 No unpa&HedmdalstuethB dlaH be used forax#lngoralttteexlemd fir$sbc#
the structure_

8 Bourdafyh ng on any mile Mdgt9 must tn%calnFxrx# for nilR. „/ A draft <xdeT IS set out below

Assesurwit WHEREAS a @restbn has arisen a to wtuttnr the change of use from Class 6 to
Class 7 of the 'Exempted Devek>pment RegutatMls - Rural' constitutes development
and b not exempt:The existing famtyard ct)mWx oontairs a number of agricultural sheds. thrae tf which

une BrmHed kx rkvek3pnent u6tt$n tIn last 20 years (2tX33. 2tX18 and 2010 - su
SHe His&xy'dxwe).Ttefkxx areaakKe afBe ttxee$tudsnxistecwHy permItted

exceeds 2.491 sq_m. and the ncBe hetgtIts of these three #red8 all aoeed IO.6m {the
hIghest tang 12.4m). Based on the conditions arxi hmitatxtits of both Class 6 and Class
7,ac#tafHe cfte&rartyofthe sted$althb ste wotH eqtne pam&Upurni$skxr.
as the Rxx aea exceeds ICX) sqm and the leigH exceeds 8 &n w+me the shah are
vnthin 1(Xhn af a puNk road (N25 to the east)11

AND W+{ERFAS Wexford County Calrnl. in mrrsidedng this referral. had regard
partaulady to -

Se£diorts 3 and 4 of tIe PlannirB and Deve+ownent Act 2ex>o (as amended)
Artrcies 6 and 9 of the Planning and Develowrent Regulatbn9 2001 (as
amended): atxi
Sefreclub 2. Part 3 CIus 6 and Class 7 of the PlannIng and Development
Regul3txxn 2tX31 {a 3rnerxlcd)Moretwer. the shods al site ne knwn krcally ta in used Rx pIg reatrBl finBtwrg. arxl

MteTe the shals me prwbusty wed for the tx>using of cattle. a per Class 6, the
change of use to housing of pbs. a per Class 7, b not exempted deve+opnent and
slxhadw'WattaerWPian'ting MM /\

Wexford County Coundl has oonduded that the change of use from Class 6 to Class 7
of tIn 'Exempbd Devektpnent Regulators – Rural’ ccxtstttutes dweb{xTrent and is not

phd deaomBnt
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NOW THEREFORE Wbxkxd CwrRy Coumd. tn enrcbe of the pcIMars oonferred orI it
by secbon 5{2)(a) of tIn Planning and DwekIwent Act 2tXX) (as arnended). hereby
ades that he change of tee from Cbs 6 to Class 7 of the 'Exempted Development
Regdahons - Rural’ b ckvelopmeItt md b not exunpted develownt

/LundMM urn
A/Assistant Planner

Date: 02 September 2020

’ ILI U TF'* t\ \ t I
James L3vin
Senior Executive Planner
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