COLWINSTON COMMUNITY COUNCIL

PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 2014/0242/FUL

LOCATION : LAND TO REAR OF ST DAVID’S PRIMARY SCHOOL

PROPOSAL : RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 62 HOUSES

Preface

Colwinston Community Council has given detailed consideration to the above proposed development and the observations set out below take into account views and representations made by individual residents and of those expressed at well-attended village meetings, the latest being held on 25 March 2014. We would also note that in 1988 a previous planning application for a similar proposal was refused on the grounds of preserving the countryside; extending the village beyond reasonable limits and site access being next to the school and on a bend in the road.  
Our strong objection to the Redrow scheme, therefore, is submitted on the basis that the project is contrary to the provisions of the adopted Unitary Development Plan and comprises unsustainable development that fails to respect the character of the local area and build on its positive elements. The sustainability credentials of the project are suspect and additional undesirable consequences of the development are apparent when all aspects relating to the development are considered.

Background Information

Colwinston is a small mainly agricultural village of some 155 dwellings granted Conservation Area status in 1970. It includes a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC 147) within its boundary and it also forms part of the main route of the Valeways Heritage Millennium Trail. The road system within the Village comprises narrow lanes where two-way traffic is a problem in many places and utility services are working to capacity. There is no mains gas supply, no public transport system, village shop or a public telephone box and mobile telephone signals range between poor to non-existent.

The proposed site is located outside the village settlement boundary on good agricultural land directly behind St David’s Church in Wales Primary School and immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area.

Required Considerations

Section 38 of The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the Council determine an application in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Applicant Company’s Design & Access statement (DAS) makes the case for other ‘material considerations’, including the argument that the Council’s UDP is now out of date.  Many UDP policies, however, are still supported by national guidance in PPW and the TANs. For development to be sustainable, it needs to be soundly based on good environmental assessment and be able to be well controlled with regard to its environmental impact.

Planning Policy Framework

The Development Plan for the area comprises the Vale of Glamorgan Unitary Development Plan 1996-2011, which was formally adopted by the Council on 18 April 2005, and within which the following policies are of relevance:-

STRATEGIC POLICY 2 – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

ENV1 – COUNTRYSIDE PROTECTION

ENV2 – PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND

ENV17 – CONSERVATION AREAS

ENV27 – DESIGN OF NEW DEVELOPMENTS

HOUS2 – ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

HOUS8 – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA

HOUS11 – RESIDENTIAL PRIVACY AND SPACE

HOUS13 – AFFORDABLE HOUSING

HOUS14 – SAFE VEHICULAR ACCESS

Strategic Policy 2 relates to sustainable development and states that proposals will be favoured provided they contribute to energy conservation, minimise the need to travel – especially by car, reclaim derelict or degraded land and utilise high standards of design.

Policy ENV1 of the UDP highlights the need to strictly control development in rural areas. 

Policy ENV2 protects the best and most versatile agricultural land.

Policy ENV17 highlights the need for new developments within or adjoining Conservation Areas to preserve or enhance the character of the area concerned.

Policy ENV27 requires that new developments to be of a high standard of design and have regard to the context of the environment within which they are proposed.

Policy HOUS2 identifies those urban and rural settlements within which infill, small-scale development and redevelopment will be permitted, or small-scale rounding off considered.

Policy HOUS8 is of particular relevance which states that subject to the provisions of Policy HOUS2 development will be permitted which is within or closely relates to the defined settlement boundaries provided that it meets all the following relevant criteria:

(i) The scale, form and character of the proposed development is sympathetic to the environs of the site

(ii) The proposal has no unacceptable effect on the amenity and character of existing or neighbouring environments by virtue of noise, traffic congestion, exacerbation of parking problems or visual intrusion.

(iii) The provision of car parking and amenity space is in accordance with the Council’s approved guidelines.

Policy HOUS11 seeks to ensure that existing areas characterised by high standards of privacy and spaciousness are protected against over development and insensitive.

Relevant material considerations comprise:

(i)
National Planning Policy

Planning Policy Wales (Edition 5, 2012) sets out the following advice:-

9.3.4 In determining applications for new housing, local planning authorities should ensure that the proposed development does not damage an area’s character and amenity.  Increases in density help to conserve land resources, and good design can overcome adverse effects, but where high densities are proposed the amenity of the scheme and surrounding property should be carefully considered. High quality design and landscaping standards are particularly important to enable high density developments to fit into existing residential areas.

(ii)
Technical Advice Notes:

TAN 12 : Design

5.53 The design of housing layouts and built form should reflect local context, including topography and building fabric. Response to context should not be confined to architectural finishes. The important contribution that can be made to local character by contemporary design, appropriate to context, should be acknowledged. To help integrate old and new development and reinforce hierarchy between spaces consideration should be given to retaining established routes, mature trees and hedgerows within housing areas as well as introducing new planting appropriate to the area.

(iii)
TAN 22: Sustainable Buildings

(iv)
Adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance  

· Amenity Standards

· Trees and Development

· Sustainable Development

· Design in the Landscape

· Biodiversity

The Vale of Glamorgan Unitary Development Plan has been examined to test the proposal against its relevant objectives.  Colwinston Community Council believes there are no material considerations that suggest the proposal should be allowed. For reasons provided further in this submission, it is considered that the proposal conflicts with national and local planning policies to such an extent as to justify withholding planning permission

   Planning Assumptions and Housing Need
   The planning statement produced by Redrow makes much of the fact that the proposed site was included in the last Draft LDP and implies that a principle has been established for, and the Local Planning Authority supports, a far larger housing development than other planning policies would allow.

   We would point out that LDP 2013 was a document for public consultation and the proposed candidate site was only included due to flawed scoring of most of the sustainability objectives; (see an extract from our detailed Representation in relation to Policy MG2 (38) at Appendix 2). In practical terms that site would no more comply with sustainability objectives than the current proposal under consideration. It is part of the planning process that the Draft LDP could well have been amended following consultation, and the number of Representations objecting to that site, had it not been withdrawn following criticism from the Welsh Government. 

    In particular the WG were also concerned with the scale and size of development in minor rural communities like Colwinston that could encourage reliance on the car and compound infrastructure problems in rural locations. They also considered that any loss of agricultural land be minimised and only used when fully justified as set out in PPW paragraph 4.10.1. It is quite likely therefore that in the light of Welsh Government criticism and strong local objections (both for the same reasons) that this site will be drastically reduced in numbers or deleted altogether from the emerging Draft LDP.

    In their planning statement Redrow refer to a severe housing shortage in the Vale and point out that, from a Report dated October 2013, the supply of existing available housing land is only enough for the next 4.42 years rather than the 5 year requirement. However the latest figures for population growth published at the end of last year show an estimated increase of less than 6000 over the period to 2026. It is impossible for us to understand how this population increase translates into the need for up to 11000 houses.The new housing need figures have yet to be published but, if calculated in the normal way, they will clearly show a similar reduction to those for population growth. If these latest figures of population growth and housing need were used in conjunction with the additional development approvals since October last, and those in the pipeline, it would almost certainly push the   supply of housing land estimates over the 5 year requirement.

Unitary Development Plan Context/Circumstances Relating to Project

Countryside/Landscape Protection

National guidance at paragraph 5.1.1 of PPW recognises the importance of protecting the natural heritage of Wales both for its own sake and for the health and the social and economic wellbeing of individuals and communities.  PPW accepts that new house building in the countryside should be strictly controlled and paragraph 9.3.1 requires that new housing should be well integrated with and connected to the existing pattern of settlements, with the expansion of towns and villages avoiding the creation of ribbon development, the coalescence of settlements or a fragmented development pattern.

The Unitary Development Plan aligns with the aforementioned advice (Policy ENV1) and seeks to protect minor rural settlements from inappropriate development.  In this respect Policy HOUS 2 refers to “small-scale development which constitute ‘rounding off’ of boundaries of rural settlements and being no more than 5 dwellings”.  Related Policy HOUS 8 sets out a series of criteria to be met that include:-

(i) scale, form and character of the development as being sympathetic to the environs of the site;

(ii) there is no unacceptable effect on the amenity and character of existing or neighbouring environments of noise, traffic congestion, parking or visual intrusion;

(iii) the proposal does not have an unacceptable impact on good quality agricultural land, on areas of attractive landscape;

(iv) adequate community and utility services exist, are reasonably accessible or can be readily and economically provided.

Welsh Government has expressed concern about the scale and size of development in minor rural communities (like Colwinston) that could encourage reliance on the car and compound infrastructure problems in rural locations. It also considers that any loss of agricultural land should be minimised and only released to accommodate new development when fully justified.

Although not considered to be a material consideration, housing policy under the emerging Local Development Plan (LDP) directs new development to sustainable locations to support the needs of the local community (LDP objective 7 and Policies MD 1 and 2). Since there are no employment opportunities in the village, demand for local housing need is minimal. Policy MD 6 (Development Within Minor Rural Settlements) states that new development should “comprise infilling or limited small-scale extensions to the minor rural settlements, in particular where they meet the need for local affordable housing”. Policy MD 11 (Affordable Housing in Rural Areas) states “any affordable housing scheme will need to be of a scale proportionate to the size of the existing settlement”.

Whilst Colwinston Community Council fully recognises the need for a smaller number of affordable houses, such development could be accommodated by normal infill and use of a smaller alternative site listed in the Alternative Site Register at reference ASN 15.

This proposed major housing development is excessive, unsympathetic to the environs of the site and fails all requirements outlined in Policy HOUS 8. The ‘out of accord’ proposal does not align with UDP Policy ENV 1 and there are no material considerations to suggest that it should be granted planning permission. 
Conservation

Rural landscapes are generally viewed from a wide prospect and overall this development will have a disproportionate effect on its surroundings. A direct line of sight can be achieved from the rear of properties on the north side of Hen Cartref, Yew Tree Close, Beech Park, The Vines and the road leading into the Conservation Area. Occupiers of many houses overlooking the site will have their appreciation of open fields either outwards from, or inwards to, the Conservation Area either partially or totally blocked. Suspiciously open-ended private drives/culs de sac along the eastern flank of the development will not provide comfortable viewing from the surrounding rural area and public footpath. UDP Policy ENV17 indicates that development proposals which have a detrimental effect on the setting of a Conservation Area will not be permitted. In addition, the Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 2009 recommends resisting any development applications for change on the edges of the Conservation Area which would have a detrimental effect on an area’s setting. It also recommends that any development respects the important views within, into and from the Conservation Area and that development proposals of open areas that contribute to its character should be opposed. Furthemore it makes clear that the Conservation Area setting is just as important as its architectural heritage.
Both the Unitary Development Plan and Deposit Local Development Plan offer no encouragement to over-developed edge of settlement housing schemes  that do not preserve and enhance Conservation Areas or create high quality and locally distinct places. Importantly it should be noted that the Vale of Glamorgan Council has a legal duty under Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to “preserve and enhance” Colwinston Conservation Area particularly when looking at development schemes.
Suggested Housing Density/Layout

A rigorous appreciation of density is crucial to realising the optimum potential of a site and in this respect there are real problems with the form and extent of the suggested proposal. Put simply, the Applicant Company has failed to incorporate acceptable Development Plan requirements into the project.

Achieving sustainable development on the land does not mean that any density for housing is acceptable. To rely upon that argument and not to move on to consider the other factors would be both a failure to comply with section 38(6) of the Act and in any event not good planning. Indeed, such an approach would not be consistent with PPW which recognizes the importance of local character and overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape and layout and access of new development in relation to neighbouring buildings and the local area.

The housing numbers proposed (62) and the varied scale, form and layout of buildings to achieve it would prove to be harmful to the character and appearance of the area and cause unacceptable harm to the living conditions of neighbours. The requirement of planning policy to take into account local context and character is paramount. The aforementioned impacts are clearly unacceptable and conflict with relevant planning policy. The scheme therefore fails to align with identified criteria concerning the need to provide the site with the high quality design response it merits.

Redrows Landscape and Visual Assessment states in paragraph 4.4 that “The eastern boundary structural landscape will provide a defensible boundary to further development”. In relation to the LDP consultation, however, they submitted an alternative site amendment (reference ASA 13) extending the application site into the adjacent 3 fields. Such intent reinforces local opinion that Redrow are more concerned with profit than local character or adhering to adopted policies in the Development Plan.

The density of development proposed is more akin to that expected within or adjoining primary settlements. There is no clear and transparent evidential basis to conclude that the application represents an all or nothing position, as it has not been contended that there is no viable alternative smaller scheme to meet demand or local needs.

Analysis of Design Quality & Layout

Both national and local design policies seek to create high quality, attractive, sustainable places which enhance the community in which they are located.  The Redrow proposal is uninspiring, fails to retain local distinctiveness and character and does not appear to have been thoughtfully designed for its specific location. In part, this is exemplified by the ‘backland’ affordable housing element of the project being ‘squeezed’ between the rear of dwellings fronting the site’s main access road and the eastern boundary of the Primary School. Colwinston Community Council and local residents cannot understand how such arrangement contributes to enhancing the setting of the Conservation Area. In reality, the proposal comprises a poorly landscaped suburban edge of settlement development that blurs the boundary between the countryside and Colwinston with a pattern and design of housing which “could be anywhere”. 

Impact on Neighbours

Planning Policy Wales indicates that a balance must be struck in all planning decisions between facilitating developments on the one hand and safeguarding the environment and assets of recognised importance on the other. A supporting Technical Advice Note TAN (12) – Design indicates that a proposed development’s relationship to its surroundings are material considerations in determining planning applications.

UDP Policy ENV29 provides explicit guidance that developments should have regard to the character of the local area and should both improve it and build on its positive elements.  Supporting text confirms that where development takes place adjacent to housing, consideration must be given to the residential amenity of the adjoining homeowners.  While some adverse change to the setting of existing housing may be the inevitable consequence of new development, that change must be minimised.  At no time should it unreasonably affect the quality of life of neighbours.

Redrow’s Design & Access Statement is particularly coy with regard to the impact the proposal will have on occupiers of nearby property. Potential overlooking of gardens from the proposed development is a major concern and it is not surprising that the Company has been parsimonious in relation to its treatment of occupiers of adjoining dwellings, as it wishes to maximise the number of units to be erected on the land. The submitted layout plan confirms, however, that the development would have a pronounced and detrimental impact on the amenity of residents.   

From a community impact perspective, the proposed landscaping is woefully inadequate and the distance between existing dwellings and a number of those proposed on the application site is not considered sufficient to provide satisfactory outlook/relationship.  This perceived problem supports the belief that the suggested housing scheme comprises over-development of the site.

Highways and Traffic

Redrow’s traffic survey suggests that the increase in car movements in and out of the village and on the A48 junction at Crack Hill from the proposed development would be minimal. The criteria and assumptions used in that survey just do not apply to the Colwinston situation. There is no employment in the village and, other than the primary school, pub, church and village hall, all other services and facilities are between 5 and 8 kilometres away in Cowbridge or Bridgend. There is no scheduled village bus service and access to the nearest public transport is over a kilometre walk away on the A48 road.  Against this background almost all existing families have 2 cars and indeed Redrow have planned parking for at least 2 cars for each house. It is also reasonable to assume that at least one adult in each new household is working and so there would be a minimum of 62 car movements out of the village in the morning rush hour and back again in the evening. Even allowing just half the households using the second car during the day for shopping and other services not in the village this is a conservative estimate of some 200 car movements in and out of the village each working day. This does not take into account service vehicles, visitors etc.

There is also the issue of the site being adjacent to the school where there are major traffic problems morning and evenings such that an unofficial one-way system operates anti-clockwise round the village.  Cars turning right out of the site to gain access to the A48 will be travelling against the flow and faced with an immediate bend in the lane that would not accord with visibility standards at junctions set out in TAN 18 guidance. This raises important safety issues in relation to site access being directly next to the school entrance on one side and facing a sharp bend in the road on the other side. The significant increase in traffic flow, particularly during the morning and evening rush hours, will create an unacceptable accident risk to children, parents and drivers alike.  Current policy states that new developments should be permitted only where they will have no unacceptable impact on highway safety and would not cause or exacerbate existing traffic congestion.

The Highways Engineers are clearly aware of all these problems and, with the more realistic estimate of a significant increase in traffic flows, would also need to think about widening the village lanes that are only 1.8 metres wide in some places and without pavements for pedestrians. In addition the junction onto the A48 at the top of Crack Hill (the nearest access to the proposed site) will need to be improved. For instance the designated right turn lane into the village is sometimes already too short for existing traffic and without being extended will leave some vehicles backing up into the overtaking lane up the hill. It will inevitably lead to an accident at some stage! At the same time there is no slip road off the west bound road at this junction where traffic travelling at 60mph suddenly slows to 10-15mph when a car turns left into the village. While most traffic will use the Crack Hill junction for access to and from the village the increased number of cars will inevitably mean more use of the lane leading out to the junction with the A48 at Twmpath. This has no slip road from the east and a blind dip in the A48 to the immediate west which again would fail TAN 18 guidelines. There have already been serious accidents at this junction. Overall the additional traffic generated by a site of this magnitude cannot be accommodated with any degree of safety.

Sustainability

Although Redrow believes otherwise, it is not considered that evidence supports the case for the site being in a truly sustainable location as future residents would be almost entirely dependent on the private car for access to shops, leisure, higher education, etc. contrary to Strategic Policies 2 and 8 of the UDP.

As regards the sustainability of the development itself, a Code for Sustainable Homes Level 5 would not be an exemplar for sustainable development.  Even if the proposal could be provided with the highest quality of sustainable homes there is no justification for an exception to be made in this case since the Council’s local planning policies align with national guidance. These include the Council’s SPG on Sustainable Development, which was cited within the Welsh Assembly Government’s consultation on “Planning for Climate Change” (December 2006) as an example of where the planning process can actively address climate change at the local level.

The proposal does not align with Policies HOUS 2 and HOUS 8 as it exceeds 5 dwellings. Housing stock within the village would increase by nearly 40%, car numbers by 100 or more and inhabitants by perhaps 200 or more.  This amounts to a development grossly out of scale with the character of the Conservation village and is completely unsustainable given that utility services are at capacity or worse, there is no public transport, no mains gas, no shop and community services limited or non-existent. To rectify this situation would be at a cost out of all proportion to the viability of the proposed development.

There is no justification either in local or national policy to allow for the proposed development to be located in this unsustainable countryside location.

Flood Risk/Sewerage/Water Supply

After heavy and prolonged rain during each winter of recent years the land along Heol Faen valley becomes saturated, the water table rises and a surface stream appears. This flows south towards the head of Beech Park where it enters a drainpipe system running underground to Church Lane where it joins the outflow from the Vines attenuation tank. When this flow overwhelms the drains it backs up behind Beech Park causing a large pond to form and flooding which overflows into the sewerage system at Quarry House. This in turn overloads the Pumping Station and Attenuation Tank with the result that sieved sewage discharges towards Colwinston Brook via a gully alongside the road that then becomes an open sewer. When the sewerage overflow combines with the surface water run-off the bridge area of the brook floods and makes the road impassable for pedestrians and cyclists. The Brook itself creates a wide flood plain cum swamp in adverse weather conditions inhibiting the free-flow of sewage causing flooding back to the Pumping Station. All this creates a serious health risk for long periods after flooding has abated and from time to time flood damage to dwellings in Beech Park and beyond. Photographs and narrative are attached at Appendix 1 illustrating the history of this problem.

UDP Policy suggests that new development in areas liable to flooding will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that they can be properly protected without putting other areas at risk and that mitigation measures can be sympathetically assimilated into the environment.

Both the Local Planning Authority and Welsh Water are well aware of continuing problems at Colwinston and the Vale Council’s Drainage Engineers confirmed in relation to the Draft LDP Statement that there is a known flood risk at the site due to surface water run-off where there is no watercourse available for discharge. Similarly, Welsh Water advised that the local water supply network is at the extremity of its capability and that the existing sewer pipe would need to be replaced as a protective measure.

Redrow claims that there is no groundwater problem. Why then has Redrow set the finished floor levels of the houses 1 metre above existing low points?

To deal with accepted surface water run-off the Company propose a permanent infiltration basin but nowhere do they state that this will eradicate the problem. Indeed in their EIA screening statement they suggest it would leave the village in no worse position that it is at present. The building of 62 houses of land within the Heol Faen Valley will increase surface water run-off significantly. In our view, even with an infiltration basin, this will only serve to exacerbate an already existing problem. The need to provide such a facility merely adds weight to our opinion that the site is unsuitable to accommodate the development.

To cater for sewerage outflow Redrow propose new pipework and a pumping station that will discharge into the existing sewer crossing the site. How can this sit comfortably with Welsh Water’s recent statements that the existing system is over-loaded and that additional housing on this scale would require a larger diameter sewer and improvements to the village pumping station and attenuation tank? With a 40% increase in sewerage outflow the inevitable increase in raw sewerage spillage into Colwinston Brook and onto the highway would be a serious health risk.

Welsh Water also confirmed that the Cowbridge Waste Water Treatment Works has limited capacity to accommodate any new development without further improvements and together with improvements to the village pumping station, attenuation tank and a larger replacement outflow pipe the cost would run into millions of pounds.

These problems arising from the proposed development would be contrary to local planning objectives in relation to both flooding and pollution risks.

Water supplies at Colwinston are already affected during peak summer periods leading to water pressure being reduced and Welsh Water has advised that the Vale of Glamorgan is an area forecast as having a shortfall in supply from around 2020.  The building of an additional 62 houses would only make matters worse.

The developer has yet to prove that the scheme will not disrupt the natural environment, is safe and aligns with UDP policies relating to public utilities.

Agricultural Land Quality and Usage
The proposed development will occupy some 2.55 ha. of good quality     agricultural land and, as mentioned earlier, this a serious concern both locally and more generally for the Welsh Government. The Agricultural Land Classification Survey Report submitted on behalf of Redrow shows that 84% of the land comprises Grade 2 and 3a being part of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Policy ENV2 and on-going PPW seek to protect grades 1, 2 and 3a from development unless exceptionally there is an overriding need for the development. Clearly the developer has failed to prove an “overriding need” (other than Redrow’s financial gain) and nothing in PPW or TAN 6 would support the developer’s implication that a mix of grades 2 and 3a land on the same site should diminish its agricultural value when considering a development proposal.   

For many years the land has been used as a “foaling and rearing” paddock for local horses and it provides 2 sustainable hay crops each year. The land could equally revert to crops or grazing for sheep and cattle. Current policy states that the loss of open space and paddocks as a local amenity would be unacceptable. Nor would it sit well with the local planning objective to use land effectively and efficiently and to promote the sustainable use and management of natural resources.

Biodiversity

A key principle of planning for nature conservation is for a proposed development to provide a net benefit for biodiversity conservation.  In this respect the development proposals are vague and uninspiring.  Any application to develop this site for housing must take into account the valuing, promoting, sustaining and protection of the natural environment for future generations and these aspirations must always be the key factor in determining how well the LDP achieves its aims regarding biodiversity etc

This grassland site provides a habitat for birds, butterflies and many wild animals (including a family of stoats) and it is a hunting ground for a pair of breeding red kites and bats from two nearby important roosts.  These two latter species are protected under the Wildlife Protection Act and it is an offence to kill or injure them or to disturb their nests and roosts.  The Local Biodiversity Action Plan produced by the Vale of Glamorgan Biodiversity Partnership, with a target of 2014, has a number of objectives including “to protect, maintain and increase the extent of grassland and farmland habitats”  The designed layout, dominated by the housing development, does not inspire confidence that the long-term retention and enhancement of any areas of ecological interest will be achieved.

Education

St David’s Church in Wales Primary School has a maximum capacity of 161 places with a spare capacity of just 27 places. A development of 62 houses could give rise to educating anything up to 100 children or varying ages. As there is no extra land available to provide additional accommodation, it would have to be within the school site.  Existing land, however, is extremely limited and any expansion would lead to an unacceptable loss of recreational and amenity space and overcrowding of classrooms to cope with the expected increase in demand for school places.  This would contravene Vale of Glamorgan Council policy which seeks to ensure that new housing development does not impose undue pressure on schools.

Tourism

Much is made of the need to promote tourism and leisure within the Vale while protecting existing natural and built environmental assets. Other than Barry Island and possibly Penarth seafront, tourism is based mainly on the Heritage Coast and surrounding countryside. Colwinston is a Conservation village set in a rural location a short distance from the historic market town of Cowbridge and forms part of the Valeways Heritage Millenium Trail.  As such the Community Council has seen an increasing number of visitors both as individuals and as groups of walkers and cyclists. It is therefore difficult to understand how building a housing estate of 62 houses in the village, immediately adjoining the Conservation Area and a rural public footpath running down its eastern boundary, will attract further visitors and achieve any Policy objectives regarding tourism.

Other Material Considerations

The Applicant Company’s Design and Access Statement makes a case for ‘other material considerations’ including the argument that the Council’s UDP is now out of date.

Planning Policy Wales (Edition 5, November 2012) advises that where development plan policies are outdated in the determination of individual applications, local planning authorities should give them decreasing weight in favour of other material considerations, such as national planning policy, it is for the decision-maker to determine whether policies in the adopted Unitary Development Plan are out of date or have been superseded by other material considerations and this should be done in the light of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Redrow has presented the Local Planning Authority with a speculative and premature application. Clearly the Unitary Development Plan remains in force and Colwinston Community Council believes the democratic process relating to adoption procedures of the Local Development Plan should not be compromised by granting planning permission for a development with suspect sustainability credentials.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Colwinston Community Council considers the proposed development unacceptable as it breaches planning criteria for building in a rural (and Conservation) areas and does not meet sustainable objectives set out in PPW (5) 2012 UDP or the emerging Draft LDP Policies and Objectives. The site is unsustainable and the proposal “unsound” as it is not based on a robust and credible evidence base in relation to physical constraints and a lack of adequate community infrastructure. The project would transform Colwinston from a peaceful rural Conservation village into a vast commuter hub for Cardiff, Swansea and elsewhere.   

We do however fully recognise the need for a number of mainly affordable      houses that could be accommodated by normal infill and use of a smaller alternative site as mentioned earlier in the Representation and listed in the Alternative Site Register at reference ASN 15. 

The Local Planning Authority’s vision for the Vale of Glamorgan imposes a requirement to provide developments of exceptional design and quality in a sustainable environment. In this case, there is no clear and transparent evidential basis to conclude that this objective has been fulfilled. Redrow’s proposal conflicts with the Development Plan and for this reason, and the detailed arguments set out in this Representation, the Council would strongly recommend that planning permission for this application be refused.
Jane Motte
Clerk to Colwinston Community Council

