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Preface
Colwinston Community Council has given detailed consideration to the above proposed Plan and the observations set out below also take into account views and representations made by individual residents and those expressed at well-attended village meetings held on 21 October and 26 November 2013. 

These observations consist of objections to the proposed development MG 2 (38) and an assessment of the Sustainability Appraisal regarding that site where we consider the scoring to be flawed both in terms of the failure to consider pertinent issues and the weight attached to a particular matter.
Background
Colwinston is a small mainly agricultural village of some 155 dwellings granted Conservation Area status in 1970 and including a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC 147) within its boundary. It also forms part of the main route of the Valeways Heritage Millennium Trail.The Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP) 2009 recommends resisting any development applications for change on the edge of the Conservation Area that would have a detrimental effect on the area’s setting. The road system comprises narrow lanes where two-way traffic is a problem in many places within the village and utility services are working to capacity. Indeed the drainage and sewerage services are failing and there is no mains gas supply. There is currently no public transport system, no village shop or a public telephone box and mobile signals are very poor to non-existent.
The proposed site MG 2 (38) is located on prime grade 2/3 agricultural land directly behind St David’s Church in Wales and immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area. Any large-scale development (in this case 65 houses) would contravene many existing planning laws and policy guidance for rural settlements and Policy and Sustainability Objectives within the LDP itself. 
Drainage and Sewerage

The village is set on a limestone escarpment which forms a watershed falling away from 90m asl. on the northern boundary to 45m asl. to the south. Natural drainage is via an underground (sometimes surface) watercourse through the Heol Faen Valley, under Beech Park, and joining Colwinston Brook on the southern outskirts along which there is sited the Village Sewerage Pumping Station and Attenuation Tank.
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. We understand that an inch of rain falling on this area of saturated land represents some 7.5 million gallons of water weighing 32,000 tons!  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 which 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. 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 as an Appendix illustrating the history of this problem.
The Local Planning Authority and Welsh Water are well aware of this continuing problem and the Vale Council’s own Drainage Engineers confirm in the LDP Statement that there is a known flood risk here due to surface water run off where there is no watercourse available for discharge. The building of 65 houses over 7 acres of land within the Heol Faen Valley (even with the use of small garden soakaways - if feasible) will significantly reduce the amount of land capable of absorbing rainfall. This in turn will increase the amount of surface water run-off and exacerbate an already existing problem as described above. 
Similarly Welsh Water advise in the LDP Statement that the local water supply network is at the extremity of its capability and that the existing sewer pipe would need to be widened as a protective measure. This may also be the case with the 3 inch sewage outflow pipe from the village which is plastic from the fields behind Hen Cartref onwards to Cowbridge and prone to splitting under pressure. Welsh Water confirm that the Cowbridge Waste Water Treatment Works has limited capacity to accommodate any new development without further improvements and yet there are nearly 700 new houses being proposed in the Cowbridge area. The village sewerage pumping station and attenuation tank would also need to be improved and the cost of all these improvements would run into millions of pounds!
All these problems arising from the proposed development would be quite contrary to LPD Objective 2 and Policy MD 1 (Location of New Development) in avoiding areas of flood risk and Policy MD 8 (Environmental Protection) in relation to both flooding and pollution risks.
Water Supplies
This is another problem of which Welsh Water are aware in that water supplies are already affected during peak summer periods leading to water pressure being reduced. In terms of delivery and implementation of the LDP Welsh Water advise that the Vale is an area forecast as having a shortfall in supply from around 2020!  Again the building of an additional and unnecessary 65 houses would only make matters worse.
Highways and Traffic

The previous bus service was completely inadequate (3 buses a day all outside rush hours) and now it has been withdrawn completely from 20 July 2013. Almost every family therefore has at least one car if not two. Employment opportunities in the village are minimal and apart from the primary school, pub, church and village hall, all other services and facilities are between 5 to 8 kilometres away. This will mean that perhaps 100 plus additional cars will make several hundred journeys a day out of the village and back. This would completely go against LDP Objectives 2 and 3 and Policy SP 7 in relation to reducing the need to travel and Policy MD 3 regarding the need to minimise the causes of climate change and incorporate renewable and low carbon energy features.
There is also the question 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. This raises some important road safety issues in relation to site access directly next to the school and the huge increase in traffic flow, particularly during the morning and evening rush hours, and will create an unacceptable accident risk for children, parents and drivers alike. Policy MD 3 (9) states that new developments will 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 from their comments in the LDP Statement and would 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 be improved. For instance the designated right turn lane into the village is 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. There have already been serious accidents at this junction. None of this fits in with the main objective of Policy MD 3 (8)!
Education
St David’s Church in Wales Primary School has a maximum capacity of 161 places where the current take up is 134 leaving spare capacity of just 27 places. A development of 65 houses could give rise to anything up to 100 children of varying ages to educate. While the Educational Facilities Background Paper recognises that no extra land is available for expansion LDP Policy MG 7 proposes to expand or improve the school within the existing school site. However existing land is extremely limited and any expansion would lead to an unacceptable loss of recreational and amenity space and/or overcrowding of classrooms to cope with the expected huge increase in school numbers. This would contravene LDP Objective 5 in that it seeks to ensure that new housing development does not impose undue pressure on schools.
Location and Conservation
As mentioned earlier Colwinston has Conservation Area status awarded because of its landscape setting and rural location providing a wealth of Listed, County Treasure and Positive buildings of architectural merit. The Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP) 2009 recommends resisting any development applications for change on the edges of the Conservation Area which would have a detrimental effect on the area’s setting. It also recommends that any development respects the important views within, into and from the Conservation Area and that the development of open areas that contribute to its character should be opposed.

Putting to one side the specific Conservation Area issues there are more general sections of Welsh Planning Policy that are there to protect minor rural settlements such as Colwinston from inappropriate development. For instance Policy HOUS 2 refers to “small-scale developments which constitute  ‘rounding off’ of boundaries and being no more than 5 dwellings”. Similarly 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….
vi)     adequate community and utility services exist, are reasonably accessible or can    
      be readily and economically provided
The LDP itself within its strategy, objectives and specific housing policy purports to protect such rural villages from inappropriate and out of scale development. In particular Policy MD 6 (Development Within Minor Rural Settlements) states in part that new development will only be permitted where :-
· The proposal is of a scale, form, layout and character that is sympathetic to and respects its immediate setting and the wider surroundings

· The proposal would not either singularly or cumulatively have an unacceptable impact on the character and/or appearance of the settlement

· The proposal would not represent a visual intrusion into countryside or the loss of important open space(s) that contribute to local amenity, character or distinctiveness
· The proposal would not result in the loss of natural or built features that individually or cumulatively contribute to the character of the settlement or its setting

· It makes appropriate provision for community infrastructure to meet the needs of future occupiers.

The proposed development of 65 houses is located immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area and is in direct line of sight from the rear of properties on the north side of Hen Cartref, Yew Tree Close and the road leading into the Conservation Area. It is also the case that many houses overlooking the site will have their view of open fields either outwards from, or inwards to, the Conservation Area either partially or totally blocked. As such it does not comply with the policies and recommendations of the CAAMP Report.

In addition it does not accord with Policies HOUS 2 and HOUS 8 as it is more than the 5 dwellings recommended under the first and breaches 4 of the main criteria under the second. It also contravenes the LDP’s own policies (MD 2, 3 and 11) and in particular those enshrined in Policy MD 6. Housing stock within the village would increase by nearly 42%, car numbers by up to 100 or more and inhabitants by perhaps 200 or so. We consider this amounts to a development grossly out of scale with the existing 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.
Housing Need
It is frankly difficult to understand how the LDP’s projection of an increase in population over the planning period of approximately 6000 translates into a housing need of nearly 11000. LDP Policy SP 3 (Residential Requirement) states that household projections for 2011 will not be available until the end of the year (only a matter of weeks away) and thus housing need will be based on those figures produced in 2008. It does not seem much of a strategy to use out-dated forecasts where much has changed over the last five years (including the demise of the St Athan Training Centre and other large employment projects) when the latest figures will be available shortly. Most commentators expect a significant reduction in the household estimates and so it calls into question the need for the large number of out of scale developments on greenfield sites in the Rural Vale like the one proposed for Colwinston.

Housing policy under the LDP directs new development to sustainable locations to support the needs of the local community (LDP Objective 7 and Policies MD 1 and 2) but since there are no employment opportunities in the village local housing need is minimal. LDP 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”. LDP 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”. A small number of affordable houses (perhaps 15 or so) can be built over the planning period by use of appropriate infill and adoption of a smaller alternative site that had been rejected at the “candidate” stage two years ago in favour of the much larger development now proposed.   
Biodiversity and Land Use

The proposed development will destroy some 7 acres of good quality agricultural land that, up until its inclusion as a candidate site for the LDP, was used as a “foaling and rearing” paddock for local horses. The land could equally revert to grazing for sheep and cattle and it also provides 2 substantial hay crops each year. The loss of open space and paddocks as a local amenity would “not be acceptable” according to paragraph 7.31 of LDP Policy MD 6 and it does not sit well with LDP Objective 10 “to use land effectively and efficiently and to promote the sustainable use and management of natural resources”. These Policy anomalies in relation to land use are obviously recognised since we are told in the LDP Statement that a site specific Agricultural Land Survey will be required.
This grassland 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 date of 2014, has a number of objectives including to protect, maintain and increase the extent of grassland and farmland habitats which have been incorporated into LDP Policy MD 10 (Promoting Biodiversity).

Tourism
Much is made in the LDP Statement (Objectives 4, 9 and 10 and Policy SP 11) about 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 Millennium Trail. As such we see an increasing number of visitors both as individuals and as groups of walkers and cyclists. It is therefore not easy to see how building a housing estate of 65 houses in the middle of our village will attract further visitors and achieve any of the Policy objectives regarding tourism.  
Sustainability Objectives  
Under Welsh Government Planning Policy all new developments need to satisfy “sustainability” criteria before inclusion within the LDP and these are set out in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. We would comment on each objective below and provide our own ‘score’ in relation to its ‘effect’ with regard to site MG 2 (38).  
Objective 1 – To provide the opportunity for people to meet their housing needs
While any housing development will meet someone’s housing need the immediate local need is minimal. The Local Housing Market Assessment Study 2010 referred to shows an annual requirement of 1558 houses for the whole region of which only 45 were located in the Rural Vale (see table 6.13). To therefore say the site is in an area where a significant need has been identified is incorrect and extremely misleading.
Without employment opportunities in the village there is no reason for such a development that would turn Colwinston into a commuter suburb for Cardiff, Swansea and elsewhere.
Effect  - - 
Objective 2 – To maintain, promote and enhance the range of local facilities

The development would do none of these things nor provide potential enhancement to the school. Without additional land to expand any expansion within the existing school site would significantly and unacceptably reduce the amount of recreational and amenity space and/or create overcrowding in the classrooms. We also see no possibility for it to enhance any other community facility.
Effect  - 

Objective 3 – To maintain and improve access for all
The school, community hall and park are the only facilities in the village and all other services are some 5-8 kilometres away. Since there is no village bus service and the nearest public transport over a kilometre walk distant they can only be reached by car.
Effect  - -
Objective 4 – Reduce the causes of deprivation

None of the criteria used under this objective would be met and Colwinston is not ranked low in the Index of Welsh Multiple Deprivation.
Effect  0
Objective 5 – To maintain, protect and enhance community spirit

While the site would not lead to a coalescence of settlements it might well reduce the amount of recreational and amenity space in the school due to necessary expansion and turn a small and integrated village into a commuter hub for elsewhere.

Effect  -
Objective 6 – to minimise the causes and manage the effects of climate change

As demonstrated in more detail elsewhere in this Representation the site is not sustainable. 
Other than the school all main services are some 5-8 kilometres away and all working residents would need to commute so there would be a huge increase in car journeys of 200 or so in and out of the village every day. This potential increase in traffic flow of over 40% is recognised by the Vale Council in its own site assessment within the Sustainability Appraisal Report.

The site is prone to flooding with a proven history acknowledged by the Vale Council’s own Drainage Engineers in the LDP Statement regarding site constraints. To state otherwise is a gross inaccuracy and illustrates a lack of factual information!

Effect  - -   
Objective 7 – To minimise waste
Clearly it is recognised that this will not be the case since the development would increase the size of the village by over 40% which, on any comparative basis, is very significant indeed.

Effect  -
Objective 8 – To use land effectively and efficiently

This objective concerns sites that are brownfield and/or involves the beneficial re-use of existing buildings whereas ours is greenfield good quality agricultural land. It is a matter of some concern that the Council seems to pay scant regard to the vital role of agriculture and the retention of agricultural land in contributing to the sustainability of domestic food requirements. This would appear to go against existing planning policy in protecting such land and in particular LDP Objective 10 “to promote the sustainable use and management of natural resources”.
The site also lies immediately adjacent to the Conservation area and we note the assessment recognises this will have a detrimental effect on that area. What we do not understand is why in that case during the Candidate Site Assessment Process land opposite the school was rejected on the grounds “it would have an adverse impact on the character and setting of Colwinston Conservation Area”.
Effect  -
Objective 9 - To protect and enhance the built and natural environment

Again the site is immediately adjacent to the Conservation area and will spoil the character and open nature of the village. The Vale Council concedes the site will impact on the landscape and biodiversity of the area but we do not accept there is any mitigation in “gently sloping land” and at least one hedgerow across the middle of the site will be destroyed.
We also note that the Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological Trust have advised in the LDP Statement that an archaeological evaluation of the site will be required prior to any planning application.
Effect  -
Objective 10 – To provide a high quality environment within all new developments

The high quality environment already exists. It is the proposed development that has the potential to degrade that situation. The justification for a positive score here is dubious since merely being next to a Conservation Area in no way suggests that any development would preserve or enhance that area.
Effect  0
Objective 11 – To protect, enhance and promote the quality and character of the Vale of Glamorgan’s culture and heritage

As with 9 and 10 above this Objective cannot possibly be achieved and it will in fact have a detrimental effect on the village and Conservation Area.
Effect  - -
Objective 12 – To reduce the need to travel and enable the use of more sustainable modes of transport
The village has no bus service, no employment opportunities and no main services other than the school. There is an hourly bus service on the A48 to Bridgend and Cowbridge but the nearest bus stop is over the 1200m maximum threshold identified in Table 1 of the Sustainable Settlements Appraisal Review Nov. 2011. Thus almost every household has at least one or more cars in order to reach their places of work and most services and facilities.
It must be acknowledged that one of the fundamental tenets of Welsh Government Planning Policy is to minimise the need to travel and to increase accessibility by modes of transport other than the private car. This is endorsed in the LDP Objectives 2 and 3 and Policy SP 7 (Transportation) and the site allocation of 65 houses producing a 100 plus additional cars would directly conflict with these policies.
Effect  - -
Objective 13 – To provide for a diverse and wide range of job opportunities 
Since there are no job opportunities and the site is for a housing development this objective is irrelevant.
Effect  0
Objective 14 – To maintain and enhance the viability of the Vale’s town, district and local centres

The assessment confirms there would be no impact on Cowbridge where an additional 561 houses are already proposed within the LDP plan period.

Effect  0
Objective 15 – To promote appropriate tourism
As mentioned earlier in the Representation putting a modern housing estate of 65 houses in the middle of a Conservation village, itself part of the Valeways Heritage Millenium Trail, is hardly conducive to attracting more tourists.

Effect  -
SA Effects Summary
The above objective assessment gave no positive scores; 4 neutral scores; 6 negative scores and 5 double negative scores.
SA Summary Comments
We think that in the original assessment too much emphasis was placed on the fact there was a local school in the village without considering its inability to cope with the expected huge increase in numbers or how to expand the school within limited land constraints. In addition too little weight was attached to major issues highlighted in this Representation (or in some cases ignored or based on factually incorrect information) in relation to :-  Sustainability -  Highways -  Impact on Conservation Area                   

                      Infrastructure - Physical Constraints          

Many of these problems are now recognised by the Vale Council and listed in the Housing Allocations Appendix 5 to the LDP Statement in their comments concerning site MG 2 (38). We consider that had the original assessment been scored correctly during the Candidate Site Assessment Process it would not have been included in the Deposit LDP in the first place.
Conclusions and Recommendations
As the Community Council we find the proposed development unacceptable in breaching many of the planning criteria for building in a rural (and Conservation) area and not meeting many of the sustainable objectives set out in PPW (5) 2012 and the Deposit LDP Policies and Objectives. The site is unsustainable and the proposal “unsound” in so far as it is not based on a robust and credible evidence base. It would transform Colwinston from a peaceful rural Conservation village into merely a commuter hub for Cardiff, Swansea and elsewhere.
We do however recognise the need for a limited number of mainly affordable houses that could be accommodated as normal infill and use of a smaller alternative site as mentioned earlier in the Representation. 
The Community Council thus requests that site MG 2 (38) be deleted from the Deposit LDP.
Submitted for and on behalf of Colwinston Community Council by:-

Jane Corwin
Clerk to the Council
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