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MATTERS ARISING FOR COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE DATE: 15 January 2026

Application No.:2024/00959/FUL Case Officer: Mr. Ceiri Rowlands

Location: Berth 31, Port of Barry , Wimborne Road, Barry

Proposal: A change of use to a wood processing facility.

From: 
Representations have been received from: -
Mr P Fletcher 
Mr L Mack
Mr M Wallis
Mr D Clarke
Ms A Pearce

and comments from:
Heneb (archaeological advisors)

Summary of Comments:
Mr P Fletcher – objected citing recurrent wood dust pollution and concerns about the related 

amenity and health impacts to residents in surrounding areas, noting that the location so 
close to existing and proposed housing was unsuitable for open-air wood processing site 
such as this.

Mr L Mack – objected, citing reports from four local residents of problem wood dust landing 
on their cars and properties (up to 1km distance) ever since South West Wood began its 
operation at the site.

Mr M Wallis – wrote about concerns relating to incomplete documentation, water 
requirements, and a lack of or incomplete consideration of impacts relating to major 
accidents, ecological interests, biodiversity net gain, dust impacts from waste wood, 
procedural irregularities, and unanswered requests to see documents.

Second letter from Wallis received raising further queries with regard to impact of dust on 
health and ecosystems, including impact on Cadoxton Ponds Nature Reserve and 
comments with regard to consultation.

Mr D Clake - wrote about concerns relating to the period allowed and procedural 
irregularities with the public consultation, inaccuracies within the planning application 
documents, over the authority to submit additional information, criminal justice 
implications, a lack of expert evidence, inadequate environmental impact assessment, 
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including upon the population and human health, cumulative effects, alternative sites, 
ecological impacts (inc. on Cadoxton Wetlands), site capacity (overflow of waste wood), 
dust impacts (with particular emphasis on related health impacts), the transport 
assessment, climate change, fire prevention and mitigation, availability of water, and the 
presence of technical terminology in the non-technical summary.

Ms A Pearce – objected citing recurrent wood dust pollution, noting that the location was 
unsuitable for open-air wood processing site such as this, and concerns about the noise 
impact on neighbouring amenity.

Heneb commented on the application and, in summary, concluded that there is unlikely to 
be an archaeological restraint and that they had no objections.

Officer Response:
Given the size of submissions and complexity of some of the issues raised, Officers would 

recommend Members defer the application, in order that the representations can receive 
thorough attention.

Action required: 

Recommend deferral of the application 
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From: Robinson, Ian
Sent: 09 January 2026 10:57
To: Lankshear, Robert; Jones, Liam D; Rowlands, Ceiri
Subject: FW: Planning Cttee documents for Berth 31, 2024/00959/FUL, 15 January Cttee

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Alongside the previous email

Ian Robinson
Head of Sustainable Development / Prif Gynllunydd Ceisiadau
Directorate of Place / Adfywio a Chynllunio
Vale of Glamorgan Council / Cyngor Bro Morgannwg
tel / ffôn: 01446 704777
mob / sym: 
e-mail / e-bost: IRobinson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
Ystyriwch yr amgylchedd. Peidiwch ag argraffu'r neges hon oni bai fod gwir angen.

Visit our Website at www.valeofglamorgan.gov.uk
Ewch i'n gwefan yn www.bromorgannwg.gov.uk

Find us on Facebook / Cewch ddod o hyd i ni ar Facebook
Follow us on Twitter / Dilynwch ni ar Twitter

Correspondence is welcomed in Welsh or English / Croesewir Gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg neu yn Saesneg.

From:
Sent: 06 January 2026 19:24
To: Robinson, Ian <IRobinson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Planning Cttee documents for Berth 31, 2024/00959/FUL, 15 January Cttee

Ian Robinson
Head of development Control

EIA further information re. Berth 31, application 2024/00959/FUL, 15 January Planning Cttee
We see from the officers report for 15th January that the LPA already reached Reg. 25(1) conclusions on the 
environmental effects, without clarifying if these depend on mitigation measures yet to be agreed.
Could you confirm these Reg.25 conclusions are based on the documents in the public file? If other information has 
been used, including communications with the applicant, could you please ensure these are posted on the public file 
as soon as possible?  
There appears to be nothing called Planning & Access report on file, nor the required Pre-application consultation 
report, which is a common mistake of English planning consultants. Could you confirm no such documents were 
submitted?
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From:
Sent: 08 January 2026 20:12
To: Robinson, Ian <IRobinson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk>
Subject: Berth 31 Representations

Ian

The Notice in the Star does not give any other contact for representations, there is no email address. 
Hence my use of your address.

Please find attached representations on behalf of myself and others.

Please acknowledge safe receipt of the representations.

The Notice talks about the proposal being submitted on the 21st November. Does that mean the 
application for PP was made on the 21st November? The only planning application form I found on the 
register relates to over 12 months earlier.

If there is an error can we look at what should have been said. Firstly can we assume that it is 
accepted that the previous attempt at an ES failed and this is the ES that the application relies on? If 
that is the case should regulation 19 of the EIA Wales Regs 2017 bite?

I wondered whether the assertion (as it appears to be) that the planning application was made 
contemporaneously with the service on the LPA of the ES leads to a mistake that tended to avoid the 
regulation 19 requirements?

Your guidance is, as always, greatly appreciated.

Dennis
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Dust and Water representations

DIAG does not claim to have any particular expertise when dealing with environmental 
impact assessments but would still expect to have sight of the analysis made by the 
Vale of Glamorgan oicers who do claim to have, or have access as necessary to, 
suicient expertise to examine the environmental statement. The examination carried 
out by the Vale oicers or on their behalf should be on the register to comply with the 
regulations. Also, those who are statutory consultees and upon whom the Vale oicers 
rely, should set out their examination of the documentation so that the public can 
consider and comment up the process followed. This would also be necessary for the 
oicers to satisfy themselves that the statutory consultees have addressed the issues 
with the necessary expertise. 

There is no or insuicient material on the register to allow the public to comment which
might tend to show a failure to have any lawful process in place.

The failure by the oicers has an adverse impact upon the public’s ability to have 
eective input into the environmental impact process. We invite the oicers to add 
immediately to the register on their website the material demonstrating the expertise 
brought to bear on the examination of the environmental statement as only then will we 
be able to have had the input that by law we are entitled to.

In the mean time we will have a go at raising at least some of the questions that arise on 
the material that the oicers rely upon to demonstrate that the proposal for control of 
the wood dust is acceptable. Without knowing how the oicers reached their 
conclusion it is our view that no acceptable examinations have been made.

In the main we rely upon common sense but we hope that does not mean that our 
observations can be dismissed out of hand. A lawful process requires the oicers to 
examine our representations and to give reasoned responses to them.

We will attempt to divide up our representations to cover speci c matt er s. We deal wit h 
them in no particular order and we certainly don't claim that our representations deal 
with all possible concerns that should be considered.

We note that the proposals made rely signi cantl y upon water cannons to control dust.
This is the sort of suggestion that is, we assume, meant to appeal to the layperson as it
might appear to be the obvious way forward.

However, even with minimum thought and discussion, we are concerned that the 
suggestions are mere window dressing designed to give the false impression that this is 
a good resolution for this issue.
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It is noticeable that there is no report that has been supplied that could, on any level, be 
called an expert report. All that is put forward is reliance upon A very shallow view of the 
problem with no analysis whatsoever.

We begin with a very simple illustration of the failure to produce any system that 
resolves the problem.

We know that there are many HGV movements connected to the site every day. The 
proposal seems to involve creating water spray that it is hoped will include wood dust. 

There is insuicient material supplied to demonstrate any level of eicacy. 

There will also be free wood dust on the site especially with the lorries unloading their 
cargo which, it seems to be asserted, includes waste wood and waste wood dust. With 
the damp atmosphere that seems to be recommended by the applicant it is obvious 
that these lorries will collect some wet dust all around its exterior. If this dust is not 
removed then, as it leaves the site and travels through the town, the water binding any 
dust will evaporate and the dust will be released.

At no point do we see any or any suicient proposal that will avoid this issue.

Let us assume that the applicant will suggest the obvious namely that they will wash the 
lorries before they leave site. Some of the issues that arise with such a suggestion 
include:-

• If this washing is to take place close to the processing of the waste wood or the 
unloading from the lorry then the washing will be in danger of picking up more of 
the dust and blowing it at and adhering to the lorry;

• Wet wood dust adheres strongly to tyres, wheel arches, undercarriage and 
tailgates. It is especially br ous when moi st;

• As vehicles exit, the water evaporates dust re-aerosolises o-site creating 
secondary fugitive emissions, likely to be beyond the applicant’s boundary of 
control;

• As this dust will be released along haul routes it is both uncontrolled and 
unmonitored;

• From the point of view of safety, we note that the possible eect of wet, ne dust 
on braking is not considered;

• The large number of deliveries and collections involving HGV's may imply that 
there is little time to deal adequately with washing of lorries as areas need to be 
cleared for the next lorry;

• An obvious suggestion is that the area close to Wimborne Rd may be used for 
lorry washing. This raises other matters that have never been addressed 
including:-



o The area is limited in size and may originally have been considered for 
parking up where HGVs need to wait to access the rest of the site for 
unloading or loading. This is likely because it cannot be guaranteed that 
lorries will not be aected by local traic such that they do not arrive 
conveniently with suicient time between arrivals to allow eicient 
processing;

o while a lorry is being washed, other lorries are likely to be unloading and 
therefore dust is being added to the wet lorry at the same time as it is 
meant to be washed. It is a bit like the Forth Bridge example that by the 
time you get to the end of the task it's necessary to start again with the 
same lorry;

o the area being used is likely to be waterlogged and even more likely to be 
covered in waste-wood slurry which will be picked up by the wheels as 
the lorry tries to leave the site and this might create a bigger problem for 
the lorries carrying dust o site;

o We assume that the washing process will require high power due to the 
size and height of the lorries. There should therefore be every expectation
that this will create a polluted shower that is likely to be continuous 
throughout the day and will settle on Wimborne Rd. This is in eect 
transferring a wood slurry from the site onto a busy road and it seems 
obvious that this creates a potential sliding hazard for traic - including 
these lorries - both going and arriving;

o Immediately to the other side of Wimborne Rd (a matter of about 11 
metres from this part of the site) we have Cadoxton Wetlands which is a
Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). There is no attempt 
whatsoever to assess the impact on Cadoxton Wetlands of lorry washing 
in this space – or elsewhere on site.

o There is nothing in the proposals that deals with the collection and safe 
storage of this slurry. As it dries the dust is released. During the period –
overnight - when the washing activity is not taking place the areas will
slowly dry and the dust blown around.

o A wet dust slurry covering the area will be a hazard. Not only will it be so 
slippery that lorry movement may not be easily controlled but employees 
engaged in the washing of the lorries may be expected to work in slippery 
and therefore dangerous conditions.

• Bearing in mind that the lorries will have been subjected to a damp atmosphere, 
direct water, and travelled across wood slurry when crossing the site, the task of 
adequately washing the lorries is likely to be time consuming. The additional 
time that lorries need to spend on site does not seem to have been factored in 
anywhere. This may be important due to the real potential that the site is not 



large enough to accommodate the amount of processing required even if making 
use for processing/storage of wood in the area close to Wimborne Rd.

• Protocol MG21 has to be complied with else the application should be rejected. 
There has been no attempt at any stage to comply with MG21. The result of that 
failure is very clear.

Next, we question the eicacy of the proposal which seems to be the cheapest and 
easiest suggestion as well as possibly the least eicacious method of suppression of 
wood dust.

We begin with particulates in the dust that has been imported and/or created on site. 

We wondered how a particulate – let’s assume PM10 although smaller ones are more 
dangerous to health - is expected to penetrate through the surface tension and enter a
water droplet. Even if ‘entering into’ is considered to be more than is required, the point 
exists as somehow the water droplet needs to interact with the particulate. 

As expected there seems to be scienti c r esear ch i nt o t he i ssue but t her e i s not hi ng i n 
any expert report in the ES to deal with this. 

This is not surprising as expert evidence, we understand, demonstrates the method 
proposed is of inadequate bene t and as i ndi cat ed mi ght pr oduce mor e pr obl e ms t han 
it can allegedly solve. 

Beginning from r st pri nci pl es, water spray systems suppress airborne dust by binding 
dust particles to water droplets. When a dust particle contacts a water droplet, the 
resulting agglomerate is heavier and falls out of the air, reducing airborne concentration.

That seems to be the theory.

Droplet size matters: Apparently the most eective droplets are comparable in size to or 
moderately larger than the target dust particles. Too small droplets may not capture the 
dust; too large droplets can act as barriers and prevent contact with dust particles. The  
smaller the dust particles the less eective this system is. Water spraying is not 
therefore considered suicient on its own. Put another way, the system has limited 
eectiveness on health critical exposure levels. 

Assuming some combining of particulates with water takes place, how is the resulting 
particle expected to act. What is its weight, size and aerodynamic shape? As we are 
talking about extremely small amounts of water combining with a small particle, if this 
process is taking place in hot weather what are the chances that the small amount of 
water evaporates before the particle hits the hot ground? If the spray consists of 
suiciently small particles does the combination survive on the ground in hot weather 
or does it revert to dust? A proper report would tell us.



Thinking about the concern that the dust issue is greatest in hot weather, the ne 
droplets that are necessary to combine with ne dust parti cl es will t end t o evapor at e 
quickly in summer months. Water vapour then results but can that combine? The 
conundrum seems to be that the use of water cannons needs to ensure ne dr opl et s of 
water in any spray but the ne dr opl et s will evapor at e qui ckl y and make t he pr ocess 
even less useful. 

The science tends to deal with con ned wor k spaces but i n t he open air t her e ar e 
additional eectiveness constraints including wind and atmospheric turbulence that 
will dominate the movement of the dust and particulates. This will reduce the contact 
opportunities between water droplets and dust thus reducing the potential suppression 
that might be found in a con ned wor kpl ace wit h t he si mil ar met hods bei ng used. 

The science suggests that the water suppression systems suggested will never be 
suicient to avoid the issues of dust but that the ner t he spr ay t he mor e usef ul it coul d 
be. This generates other issues that we will get to but the Catch 22 scenario should be 
dealt with.

What seems to be clear is that the wind, the type of wind as well as direction and speed 
is important. 

If an area is eg susceptible to temperature inversions this will aect the winds 
experienced in the area. 

One aspect of the Incinerator dispute that is relevant here is that the prospect of 
temperature inversions is relevant. Those of us who noted such things recall how the 
smoke from the attempt at startup of the incinerator in 2017 tended to rise very little 
before bending and moving horizontally into the town.

Unfortunately the applicant here decided to use data about wind movements taken 
from the wind rose at Rhoose. That tells you next to nothing about how the wind 
behaves next to the coast in Barry where the geography is very dierent. This is a defect 
in the ES that should have been corrected as it disguises the impacts we are presently 
discussing. The winds in Barry tend to swirl, be aected by the local geography and by 
the proximity of the coastal and dock water, and buildings. 

The applicant ought to have considered this issue in its ES but decided to use false data 
instead. 

The attempt to convince the Vale oicers and the public that the issue is overcome with 
more water cannons on site is a cynical ploy. It does not work or certainly does not work 
suiciently. In passing we mention that the applicant at no time produces any scienti c 
evidence to support the assumptions that the applicant wants us to make. Every time 
we make an assumption, this demonstrates a failure of the ES.

The next issue that arises is based in part on the applicant’s ES.



We know that the intention is to reuse the water that is used to suppress the dust. 

The calculations of what water is needed was based on the original plan of little water 
spray being used (but what we now talk about should have been covered by that earlier
proposed but insuicient use of water). 

Increasing the number of cannons to 5 increases signi cantl y t he a mount of wat er 
being used throughout each day. The applicant needed to revisit its numbers on the 
availability of water to take account of this increased use. At present there is no clue as
to whether there is enough to allow reuse to be a viable prospect. 

Let’s look at the proposal. 

The science tells us that if you are going to suppress the dust you need to have a spray 
that has droplets similar to the size of particles that need to be controlled. As 
mentioned about the worst particles are the particulates PM10 andPM2.5 the nozzles 
being used to create a suitable spray, that might match the particles from the wood,
must be very narrow. 

Imagine the amount of water being used each day to deal with the dust using 5 
cannons. Processing the wood might be continuous, loading ships might be through the 
night, lorries might be unloaded continuously, movement of stock might be 
continuous… As the original plan was a much lower use of water to control the dust the 
applicant should have reworked the gur es. We have no i dea ho w must wat er needs t o 
be available in its water tank to supply the water but at the same time have reserves 
suicient in case there is a r e. The appli cant mi ght have ex pect ed us t o mi ss t hat 
obvious point?

Assuming the 5 cannons can be deployed the site should be relatively damp, a lot of 
water is being added to the site. Not all the water sent by the cannons will end up on site 
as the droplets are so small that a fair amount will be blown around the site – on to the 
dock water, in the SINC, on Wimbourne Road, carried away on the lorries (if washed), 
evaporated…

From the point of view of SUDS is this something that needed to be dealt with in detail? 
Where is the additional water needed regularly to top up the storage going to come 
from? We are expected to guess or assume.

We have to assume that the system proposed by the applicant to collect and reprocess 
the surface water will be suicient. If it was then why didn’t the applicant bother to 
produce that information? There are other issues.

The water collected needs to be lt er ed bef or e it can be r eused. If, as we corr ectl y 
suggest above, the water spread about the site needs to be a ne spr ay t hen t he nozzl es 
have a very small diameter. If you are going to reuse the water that contains wood dust 
of many dierent sizes then this needs to be lt er ed t o a very signi cant ext ent. 



There is nothing in the ES to set out the arrangements and that they are suicient. 
Unless the lt eri ng i s excellent, the nozzles will block. In fact, we wonder to what extent 
any ltr ati on syst e m f or t hi s t y pe of syst e m will all o w r egul ar conti nued use f or any l evel 
of dust suppression. We should know all this from the ES. We do not.

Reusing water without adequate treatment may rapidly cause nozzle clogging, system 
corrosion, and reduced spray performance due to particulates and organic matter 
buildup in supply lines and ori ces. Every failure will add to problems. Failures in the 
ability to deliver a  ne spray will mean lack of water spray and losing the insuicient 
suppression for periods of time. Unfortunately the processes of loading and unloading 
are such that the work cannot stop as the expense, confusion, congestion will be too 
great.

The next point is that the lt eri ng syst e m shoul d pr oduce a gr eat deal of wood sl urry. 
This needs to be disposed of safely. There is no system in place to deal with this 
(suiciently or at all). It is a waste product that the applicant would prefer did not exist. 

Failure to deal with the waste safely would add to the problems for the town. 

The build up of the waste in the ltr ati on syst e m mi ght make t he syst e m ver y i nfi ci ent 
both from the point of view of the speed with which it can cope with the task as well as 

lt eri ng out all of t he r el evant parti cl es. If sl o wed do wn, will it fail or will it over o w 
because the water/slurry is not processed quick enough. We have to hope or assume it 
can cope notwithstanding the signi cant i ncr ease i n t hr oughput fr o m t he ori gi nal pl an. 

And nall y, on this narrow but important point, the slurry produced by the ltr ati on 
system needs to be collected and dealt with safely. This must surely involve storage 
under secure cover to avoid any prospect of drying and spreading of the dust collected. 
This also implies that the slurry contains a signi cant a mount of t he wat er t hat i s t hen 
lost to the system, is not reusable and adds to the loss in what we might otherwise have 
been led to assume was a closed system. 

A brief look at the working environment suggests safety issues not covered.

Wet surfaces from this attempt at dust suppression can become slip hazards,
especially around high-traic zones and near machinery. Wet wood dust mixed with 
water forms a slippery residue that can accumulate on walkways and the routes 
followed by lorries as well as around equipment.

Without appropriate site drainage and surface grading it may not be possible to prevent 
standing water.

Excess moisture on the moving parts of plant including electrical components, belt 
drives can cause premature wear, corrosion, and operational failure if not adequately 
managed and we will nd no ex pl anati on i n t he ES or el se wher e wher e t hi s mi ght gi ve 
rise to safety concerns for people working on site.



An issue with the need for water droplets to be very small is that they will then have a 
tendency/ability to travel long distances with even light winds as well as evaporate. 
There is no analysis as to what might be dissolved in the water droplets although it is 
well known that waste wood will contain chemical compounds can be dangerous to 
health. It ought to be dealt with rather than leave people to assume the droplets are 
pure water. In our experience HGVs can be responsible for other forms of pollution that 
will be collected with the water but…

There are businesses where people could be aected by a mist blown across them, 
people are using Wimbourne Road regularly, the SINC has an angling club where people 
can sit patiently for long periods of time… The potential pollution within the water spray 
has been avoided.

We have seen some calculations involving Stokes Law (this is likely to mean something 
to a person with the right amount of expertise) that claimed that a µm particle of weight 
20µm would travel something in the order of 1250m if the wind speed was 3m/s. We do 
not know if the gur e i s vi abl e but it certainly raises questions especially bearing in mind 
the evidence from some residents demonstrating the distance that much large wood 
dust is travelling.

We were able to nd advi ce on t he li kel y a mount of depositi on you woul d nd on this 
site such that the level would be well above typical slip-risk thresholds used in 
industrial oori ng assess ment s whi ch at t he l east shoul d have been dealt wit h i n a 
report if authored by an expert in this process. 

We are not at all sure that the applicant has properly dealt with the control of run-o in 
the reports. If the system for collecting run o was calculated on the basis of eg 1 
source of water then it is likely to be insuicient if there is an increase of the order x5. 
Not only has the quantity of water increased but there  is a much greater amount of 
wood dust/pulp available to clog up an unsuitable system.

In summary, the somewhat amateurish way in which the applicant has chosen to try to 
convince people that dust management will be suicient in the way proposed, we nd 
that the additional issues this raises just goes to show that the applicant cannot be 
trusted to produce a qualifying ES nor to put forward recommendations that achieve the 
status of resolution of an issue rather than create other apparently insolvable problems 
that are harmful to human health and the environment.

There is another matter that becomes more important with the signi cant i ncr ease i n 
the use of water. 

As the waste wood becomes (constantly?) dampened, this increases the liability to 
fungal and mould growth. Spores from whatever type of fungal growth is possible 
should be considered as this is distributed by the local swirling winds. It will mainly 



impact on areas of deprivation where illness, especially lung disease, is found in 
excessive numbers. 

Mould growth is something that we have heard about in news items that can be very 
dangerous to health especially for young, elderly people and those with lung disorders. 

A brief look at this possible issue con r med t hat if waste wood is kept damp for more 
than a few days at a temperature above 100C, widespread mould growth should be 
assumed.

Preventing mould requires keeping the wood dry.

However, this raises the dilemma for the applicant and for residents. 

As the applicant has told us it needs to keep the wood damp for the dust issue it is
highly likely that some water will percolate  into the pile. It is common knowledge that 
reactions take place that generate heat. Any amount of heat generated in the stack will
supply the sort of environment that will readily produce mould, and lots of it and 
probably throughout the piles. Movement and processing of the waste wood piles will 
surely cause the mould to send out more spores. 

It is another example of how the applicant seeks to oer methods to resolve issues but 
where the resolutions are in direct opposition with each other. They cannot both operate 
at the same time but they need to in order to be an attempt at resolution.

No wonder the applicant had sites previously that were nowhere near urban 
developments. 

There is nothing in the human health section dealing with this important subject which 
is yet another serious failure on the part of a bundle of reports purporting to be an ES.



The Committee  on 11th Sept rejected the application, and Officer Recommendation for good reason.  
Just the handling of waste-wood on Berth 31 had caused an outcry against the wood-dust reaching 
homes and cars on Barry streets in July.  There were complaints of respiratory effects.
It was obvious to Councillors that adding wood-chipping on Berth 31 would worsen matters
Ian Robinson when questioned admitted the dust was very likely wood-dust from Berth 31

Ceiri Rowland’s report said “no adverse impact” of SRS; no consultation with health experts.
SRS have no expertise on dust from industry; their advice is a) based on traffic particulate and b) 

refusal to use the WHO standard adiopted in the 2024 Soundscapes etc.(Wales) Act.

Checks via the internet shows wood-dust is harmful to health (HSE guidance) and toxic to ecosystems. 
Inhaled into the lungs, enzymes there leach out chemical toxins. Do officers need re-training? 

As Ceiri’s 11 Sept report was rejected, he had to be replaced as case-officer, not report again. He could 
not be expected to overcome “confirmation bias”; another officer with ‘fresh eyes’ was needed.

The 11 Sept report said the LPA complied with 1999 EIA regs 3(2). The current report correctly uses 
the EIA (Wales) Regs. 2017, except that it retains the 11 Sept report without change. Officers expect 
the Committee to endorse using superseded law, with sect.3(2) is abolished. Reg.25(1) of 2017 
requires a “reasoned conclusion” from the environmental information, defined as including public reps.  
Ceiri has excluded public reps from the vogonline website to exclude them, contrary to law.

Unlawful Use of Berth 31. Ceiri’s report fails to mention the LPA’s failure to issue a Certificate of Lawful 
Use for non-Port uses of Berth 31 or to explain their lack of enforcement. The change-of-use 
application in this circumstance appears invalid.

Impact on the Cadoxton Ponds Nature Reserve. Ceiri ignored NRW’s prompt on priority species being 
present and ignored the preliminary Ecological report (PEA) finding a bittern and otters. He ignored use 
by the Glamorgan Angling Club yet the Anglers lease the ponds from Dow Silicones.  The LPA notified 
neither; SWWP notified Dow as adjacent owners/occupiers but omitted the Angling Club which law 
requires.
It’s not just an ordinary SINC, but hosts principle species and contains “priority habitats’ defined in the 
2016 Environment Act. Ceiri’s report dismisses it as “reedbed”, despite the hectare-sized ponds that 
qualify it as a Welsh priority habitat.  He failed to ask for the required  full ecological survey (not PEA).

Ceiri failed to require an assessment of waste-wood dust blowing onto the Nature reserve in possible 
effects of chemicals leaching from the dust (wood-preservatives and natural toxins) absorbed into the 
ecosystem and wildlife food chain. The Vale’s biodiversity duty requires a) considering for the Wles List 
of Priority Habitats and b) screening if a Habitats Regs. Assessment is needed.

15 January 2026 2024/00959/FUL

LATE REPS to Planning Committee on BERTH 31

SWWP proposal for Wood Processing
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The LPA wrongly accepted the SWWP application with no proposal for biodiversity enhancement,
despite PPW 12 setting this requirement. Proposals are to be comparable to the scale and nature of the 
development, on-site if possible, off-site if not. The Vale’s former Ecology Officer ridiculed trivial 
proposals from Ceiri, who in his 15 Jan report proposes to let the applicant off, on grounds that 
“Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 provides the legal basis for securing planning obligations, 
and states that an obligation may only legally constitute a reason for granting planning permission if it is:

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(b) directly related to the development; and
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

Ceiri concluded – with no mention that this excludes off-site biodiversity enhancements -
Having regard to the above, it is not considered necessary to secure planning obligations.

This flouts the requirement of PPW12 which is based on the Section-7 biodiversity duty of 2016.

The EIA (Wales) Regs 2017 require the LPA to have access to expertise for assessing the 
Environmental Statement.  With the Council’s Ecologist retiring, the LPA failed to obtain alternative 
ecology expertise.
SRS are non-expert on health impacts of particulates; the LPA must no longer use them as such.

mailto:Barryianshaw@gmail.com
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8th January 2026
FAO: Ceiri Rowlands

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: A change of use to a wood processing facility.
Berth 31, Port of Barry, Wimborne Road, Barry
Pl.App.No: 2025/00959

Thank you for notifying us of this application; consequently, we have reviewed the detailed 
information contained on your website and can confirm that archaeological mitigation is not 
required. We have reviewed the area against the information in the regional Historic Environment 
Record (HER) which shows as follows: 

A review of the 1st Edition (1878) historic Ordnance Survey map shows marsh around the Cadoxton 
stream banks. By the 2nd – 4th Edition (1900, 1920, 1943), the port has been constructed. More 
deeply buried deposits may retain archaeological evidence of activity, and we have carefully 
considered the impact of the development on the archaeological resource. However, the area has 
been disturbed by modern industrial use and much of the alterations to the landscape have 
occurred historically. The proposal includes a change of use and associated works. The works are 
of small scale, and it is unlikely that significant archaeological remains will be encountered or that 
existing features will be disturbed. Therefore, the potential impact is considered low. 

As a result, there is unlikely to be an archaeological restraint to this proposed development and 
consequently, as the archaeological advisors to your Members, we have no objections to the 
positive determination of this application. The record is not definitive, however, and features may 
be disturbed during the course of the work. In this event, please contact this division of the Trust.

If you have any questions or require further advice on this matter, please do not hesitate to 
contact us.

Yours faithfully,
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Comment for planning application
2024/00959/FUL
Application Number 2024/00959/FUL

Location Berth 31, Port of Barry , Wimborne Road, Barry 

Proposal A change of use to a wood processing facility.

Case 
Officer 

Mr. Ceiri Rowlands

Organisation
Name Anne Pearce

Address 16 Wilfred Street,Barry

Type of Comment  Comment

Type neighbour

Comments Since South West Wood Products Ltd has been operating in the docks it 
has been observed that windows have become dirtier; although this 
cannot be proven to come from the plant I do have concerns. The map 
shows dust monitoring from 4 locations at the perimeter of the current 
operational site, would these monitors actually detect very fine dust 
particles that would be lifted from the wood piles up into the air and 
away with the wind? ie. are the monitors high enough in the sky to
detect such particles. By extending their operations to berth 31 would
there be an increase in airborne particulates? I do feel that companies
such as these should be conducting their business so as not to harm 
the environment. That such a business should be conducted under a 
roofed structure with sides formed of some sort of netting to trap the 
particles. I also believe such a structure would also reduce the amount 
of particulates in the air as the netting would reduce the air flowing 
over the wood pile. At times I have been aware in the evening of the 
noise from the plant and though I admit it is well below 95 dB currently 
it is detracting one from wishing to sit outside and even indoors you 
can still be aware of it. Would further activity increase the noise level? 
I also feel that the noise should be curbed from 22.00 not 23.00 
although this for children would probably still affect their sleep. I work 
with sharp implements all day long and need to be fully focused to do 
this and have concerns that the noise from the plant affects sleep. If I 
had a neighbour making a racket after 10 o'clock I would speak to 
them and ask them to be more considerate. The plant should be 
considerate to its neighbours and ensure people are not impaired to 
execute their jobs due to being disturbed by activity at the plant. Yes I 
live by a dock and have done for 20 years but other than when a metal 
crushing firm was on the very same site as this wood plant, the docks 
have been a very peaceful neighbour. Perhaps the plant would consider 
erecting a sound barrier around its perimeter.
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Incomplete Documentation
The LPA has to assess the submitted ES, responses on it by consultees and ‘other’ information from the public 
and other bodies  Reg25.   Since the website lacks documents, it’s unclear what information the LPA took into 
account in say …. Reg.25

It would not have included the environmental information in the missing PAC Pre-application consultation 
report.  Pictures of dust deposits in the officers’ report are copied from public responses, but not the necessary 
support in those responses.  

The date of the Reg.25 statement is not given, but clearly it preceded the official end-date for public 
representations (8th January).  Hence the Reg.25 statement could not be valid on the Committee date (15 
January).
We enquired (6 Jan.) of the Head of Development Control and the office e-mail

If other information has been used, including communications with the applicant, could you please 
ensure these are posted on the public file as soon as possible?
There appears to be nothing called Planning & Access report on file, nor the required Pre-application 
consultation report, which is a common mistake of English planning consultants. Could you confirm no such 
documents were submitted?

However, no response had been received by 8th January.

Water Requirement

The two water tanks (total 1ML =1million litres) are to be filled from spray-water plus rain run-off collected from 
the bunded area around the wood piles.  No water management is specified, but it’s said the tank will be kept 
75% full, being topped up from freshwater from the Dock.  The water in the tanks also has to serve for 
quenching fires, for which the fire service require fresh water.  The problem of water management is well-
known from the Biomass Incinerator.
# the Dock contains salt-water, so cannot be used
# the firewater requirement (4-hour fire) for a few 100t stockpile is 0.3-0.5 Ml. In SWWP’s case, with over 10 
000t stockpile, firewater has to far exceed the 1Ml available
# during dry summer months, spraying the stockpiles will outweigh any run-off, yet no way to refill the tank is 
arranged
# during wet winter months, with none used for spraying, the run-off with quickly exceed the tank capcity
# the run-off area (~2.3ha) will collect one Ml from 44mm rainfall. SWWP identify no disposal route for the 
surplus.
# planning as required for 1:100 year storms requires ~2Ml capacity (90mm), so floods the bunded area.  To 
retain it will require the moevable gate/barriers to be closed, so blocking vehicle access until the surplus could 
be pumped to tankers and disposed of to licensed facilities (Welsh Water do not accept surface water run-off).

8 January 2026

Development Control, VoG Council 2024/00959/FUL

Representations on the Environmental Statement

Berth 31, SWWP proposal for Wood Processing
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# a fire in a waste-wood pile that has to collect used firewater within the bund needs to be stored until it can be 
tinkered away.  Pumping into a separate tank for storage appears to be required.
In summary, the facility has both a water source and water disposal problems.
EIA requires Major Accidents to be considered

SWWP had a major fire in a waste wood pile at Newport Dock in 2015 that lasted for days.  While limits on pile-
sizes were brought in following that disaster, the ES has to address the possible maximum fire on the site.  The 
fumes from the 2015 fire were toxic and affected people 500m away.  The effects in the Barry situation have to 
be specified.

Ecology Critique

A full Ecological Assessment was required, because of the finding in the Preliminary one (PEA) of priority species  
(Bittern; otter) in the SEWBREC records for the Nature Reserve.  They needed to assess whether the SINC 
(whiole or in part) comes under the Section 7 list of habitats of principal importance under the Environment 
(Wales) Act 2016.  An AI assistant concluded for us that Cadoxton Ponds exhibits the ecological 
characteristics associated with Section 7 Priority Habitat: Ponds.

The site comprises long-established standing open water, reedbed, and marshy grassland, all of which are 
recognised as habitats of principal importance under the Environment (Wales) Act 2016 List. The presence of 
semi-natural hydrology, wetland mosaic structure, and habitat continuity strongly indicates that parts of the site 
meet the UK BAP Priority Pond criteria relating to naturalness, habitat quality, and association with other Section 
7 habitats. Pending formal confirmation on the Welsh Government Priority Habitat map, the ecological 
attributes present at Cadoxton Ponds are consistent with those typically mapped as Priority Ponds or associated 
wetland priority habitats.”

The Ecology PEA finding SEWBREC records of Schedule 1 species bittern Botaurus stellaris, and Section 7 species 
otters Lutra lutra required an independent professional ecologist to a) inform the LPA that the Habitats 
Regulations come into play and b) advise that a full Ecology assessment was needed.  As Richard Green Ecology 
failed to do that, the LPA could not rely on other findings in the PEA.

The otter protection status alone is a trigger for a Habitats Reg.Assessment.  The otter (Lutra lutra) is listed as a 
Section 7 species of principal importance under the Environment (Wales) Act 2016 and is also a European 
Protected Species (EPS) listed on Annex II of the Habitats Directive. As such, the species receives the highest 
level of protection in Wales, and the Vale Council as ‘competent authority’ must take all reasonable steps to 
maintain and enhance its populations and habitats when exercising their functions. 

Biodiversity Gain.
No proposals for biodiversity enhancement were submitted, despite the strong statement in PPW12; the the 
‘gereen infrastructure report said none were proposed, so none were 
What of those proposals in  the 11 Sept. Planning report as the basis for a Condition?  They needed to be
assessed in the ES. 
SWWP is said to offer reptile refugia, which is nowhere documented. The case officer proposed bird boxes.  Yhe 
ecologist says reptile refugia are pointless amidst the scrubland, and birdboxes are “tricky” on single storey 
buildings or poles. This is revealed in the emails CR and the Ecologist ~11 June, posted up on 22 Dec. (false date 
on the file) because we asked.  

The 1 Sept. report still said “enhancement measures could include:



• New areas of planting (c.40sq.m would be available following re-location of the
perimeter fence at the site access) [ie. Roadside verge as Highways want visibility]
• Installation of bird boxes to the (demountable) site offices.
• Provision of reptile refugia at the site peripheries.

The “new planting is the roadside strip where the fence is to be set-back for visibility reasons. Such ‘plating’ would not be of 
wildlife-supporting hedging but of a gass verge, perhaps a wildflower mix.  The report falsely claims these measures would 
comply with PPW12 in respect of biodiversity and green infrastructure.
PPW12 requires biodiversity enhancement proportional to the scale and nature of this major development.  There is no 
attempt in the ES to comply.  Moreover, there are hedges on the site that could be strengthed; there is also spce to create a
wildlife area including trees.  Such on-site measures could and should have been assewssed.  Then if not meeting the PPW 
requirement, off-site scheme could have been proposed.  

Impacts of dust from waste-wood

The Council relied on SRS to check the ES (Isopleth) studies. Their replies show they have no expertise on waste-
wood dust.  Worse, SRS did not bother to check their lack of concern via AI, or directly with Ennvironment 
Agency and HSE guijdance.  SRS and Isopleth consider only PM10s, yet  waste-wood chipping produces a high 
proportion of non-respirable dust, with up to 60% above the PM10 range and some 1–10% PM2.5.which reaches 
deep into the alveoli.

People with compromised lungs can inhale larger particles (10–30 μm) that healthy people would normally filter 
out.  It’s wrong to ignore the substantial fraction of these which people with asthma, COPD, or reduced 
mucociliary clearance can inhale.

Chipping generates fine wood dust, fungal spores, bacteria, and contaminants from treated wood. 
Treated/painted wood adds chemical hazards - paints, varnishes, resins; preservatives (e.g., copper, chromium, 
arsenic in older timbers), adhesives in composite boards can contribute to chemical irritation.  There are known 
links to respiratory disease, asthma, nasal cancer, and irritation of tissues. 

Chemicals in fine wastewood dust tend to leach into lung fluid and enter the bloodstream, the PM2.5 fraction, 
which is therefore a particular health hazard.  

A strong evidence base (HSE, EA), supports conditions, refusal, or strong monitoring and mitigation 
requirements.  Yetr the proposed DMSM Dust Monitoring Scheme and Management proposes a site action level 
for PM10 - concentration of 190μg/m3 averaged over a 1-hour period will be used which will be measured by 
four automatic sensors located on the perimeter of the site. There are human receptors close to the site 
perimeter, both in the Nature Reserve and in adjacent businesses (including offices of the HGV Training 
company).The Planning report says the SRS Environment Team considers the monitoring scheme acceptable 
which shows SRA are both ignorant and grossly irresponsible.

There is no information to judge how five mobile dust cannons could seriously abate dust clouds being blown 
over the boundary in moderate winds.  Without technical assessment and evidence that it has been successfully 
deployed on others of SWWP sites (eg. Newport Docks), it looks no more than a gesture.  Acceptance by SRS is 
worthless, in view of their evident lack of expertise.

The proposed conditions linked to PM10 alone, disregarding the chemical hazards and ignoring the more 
vulnerable people with respiratory conditions, are clearly inadequate.  We consider advice from 
competent health authorities is needed.

Unanswered requests to see documents with environmental information

1. On-site water tank: have you documents to show the 1 M m3 water tank could cope  
a) for storing contaminated run-off from storage areas in winter rainstorms 
b) for supplying water for dust suppression and spraying of the wood piles though a dry summer



c) reserving sufficient water for firefighting under the FPMP.
2. Water supply, suggested to come from fresh water in the Dock.  What checks have you made that the Dock 

no longer is salt-water from tidal flushing?  Have SWWP documented proposed alternative sources of water 
for fire-fighting and dust suppression ?

3. Health concerns re. Wood-dust from the site.  Could I view
a) The complaints from the public and any compilation and notes you made on them 
b) Details of the Council’s determination of the source or sources of the dust
c) Reports on each site visit by SRS and their decision of “no adverse impact”
d) Reports of each site visit by planning officers who found “no visual indications of dust”
e) Report of visit(s) by HSE, ostensibly seeing no adverse impact
f) Any report by NRW covering excessive size of piles and cleanliness of site, relating to the effectiveness of 

their controls via Environmental Permitting on abating dust generation
Under EIA, it’s incumbent on the LPA to respond to questions on environmental matters or pass them to the
proposer to answer.  The failure to do so, or give reason for refusals (eg. say no report is held) show a failure to 
comply by the LPA

Breach of Reg 4(3) (4) The relevant planning authority … must ensure that they have, or have access as necessary 
to, sufficient to examine the environmental statement.
# SRS have no expertise on dust from wastewood chipping (see above).  The LPA made ignorant statements 
about the nature reserve, not even describing the reasons for the SINC designation, disregarding NRW’s advice 
to consider priority species there, and ignoring the cross-overs with the Councils Section 7 Biodiversity duty.  The 
Counci’’s Ecology Officer could have provided that
expertise, but he quit the post and the Council appeared to find no alternative for ‘examining’ the ES.

Breach of 2 5.—(1) When determining an application or appeal in relation to which an environmental statement has 
been submitted the relevant planning authority… must—
(a) examine the environmental information;
(b) reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the proposed development on the environment, taking into 
account the examination referred to in sub-paragraph (a) and, where appropriate, their own supplementary 
examination;

We submit the LPA breached this in
# not placing in the public file all the environmental information which it has to assess, including “further” and 
“other” information submitted, but indeed appears to have considered only the applicant’s submitted documents
#  not been in a position to “examine” the information technically, as implied by Reg.4.3 (4) 
# the LPA has given no reasoned argument for ignoring effects on the Nature Reserve and for ignoring the 
protected species in the SINC in the Officers report, not even mentioning the SINC status.  Their failure to 
consult the Nature Reserve and the Glamorgan Anglers is part of this.
------------------------------------------------------------------------

Friends of the Earth Barry&Vale
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Comment for planning application
2024/00959/FUL
Application Number 2024/00959/FUL

Location Berth 31, Port of Barry , Wimborne Road, Barry 

Proposal A change of use to a wood processing facility.

Case 
Officer 

Mr. Ceiri Rowlands

Organisation
Name Lynden Mack

Address Tŷ Rhosyn,6 Harbour Road,Y Barri,Bro Morgannwg

Type of Comment  Objection

Type neighbour

Comments This application ought to be rejected for a number of reasons. Other 
representations to the planning committee will reference these reasons 
in comprehensive detail. To reiterate my statement to the Barry Town 
Council planning committee on 16th December 2025, four local 
residents have notified me of the problem of wood dust landing on
their cars and properties ever since South West Wood began its 
operation at the site. One of these residents lives over 1 km away from 
the site. Given this nuisance and potential health implications for local 
residents, I ask the committee to reject this application. 
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Jones, Liam D

From: peter fletcher >
Sent: 07 January 2026 14:41
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Planning application 2024/00959/FUL Berth 31, Port of Barry , Wimborne Road, 

Barry

Good afternoon,

I submit this response to you in total objection to application 2024/00959/FUL/CR wood processing facility 
at berth 31 Port of Barry docks.
The reason I submit this objection is based on the continued pollution that I encounter on an almost 
daily basis with wood dust that I believe emanates in prevalent winds from this site. Very often I wake 
in the morning to find my car covered in the light brown wood dust that comes DIRECTLY from this 
wood crushing site.
I have also experienced as has my wife breathing issues we believe is again down to breathing in air 
from the same site.
I have over the last year reported this wood dust to natural resources Wales and been fobbed off with 
any meaningful response other than being told they give the site manager regular advise on keeping 
the dust down with water tank bowsers soaking the wood.
I reside around 1.5 miles from this site and have noted over the last 3 months or so that the crushing 
operation has increased, there are literally mountains of stinking wood dust and particles not 50 
yards from the road thrgh the dock.
I am also concerned that there are new home builds currently under way on millennium road just 150 
yards away from this stinking site, yes, I say stinking as the wood they crush is in various stages of 
decomposition before crushing, so not only is it a dust problem its a biological one. I also have it on 
extremely good authority that residents in new build opposite the dock offices also suffer with wood 
dust pollution depending on prevalent winds.
I am also aware that the manager of this site has gone on local press and openly stated that this site 
presents NO pollution or health issues!
I would ad this person must be totally deluded , a simple google search reveals that wood dust of any 
description is a KNOWN CARCINOGEN.
In light of the VOGC embarrassing performance with the Biomass disaster not even a quarter of a 
mile from this disgusting mass of filthy poisonous air born wood dust contamination, one would have 
thought they would tread rather more carefully... this kind of production SHOULD NOT be carried out 
in open weather conditions, rather in a warehouse where the dust can be filtered, therefore this site is 
totally unsuitable for this operation, especially in such close proximity to new housing builds.
I am also aware that almost the entire length of land adjoining this site and parallel to millennium 
road is earmarked for further housing development, another red flag for wood crushing and 
cancerous dust....
I would finally inform you that this email will be forward to my MP. Dependent on the only decision 
that moraly can be made with regard to this business, I will also take it to the press and parliament 

You don't often get email from Learn why this is important

flambert
1i   
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along with the Health and Safety executive authority. Hopefully common sense and the health of 
residents surrounding this abomination will receive due consideration .
I would appreciate any response going forward with this issue thank you.
Yours concerned
PETER FLETCHER
On Thursday, 4 December 2025 at 10:36:00 GMT, Vale of Glamorgan Council Development Services 
<planning@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk> wrote: 

Please find attached letter concerning the above development.



MATTERS ARISING FOR COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE DATE : 15 January 2026

Application No.:2021/00209/FUL Case Officer: Emma Danahay
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Location: Land to the South West of Sigingstone
Proposal: Proposed residential development of 10 dwellings and associated 

infrastructure works 

From: The occupiers of Cross Farm, Golden Field, Ruthin Lodge, Pump House, from Ms 
Catherine Jewel and Ms Sarah Lewis

Summary of Comments:

• Greater scrutiny of the recommendation is needed, given the possibility of Welsh 
Government calling in the application.

• Failure to meet MD10 Criterion 5 – Access to Services:
- No public transport; nearest bus stop over two miles away via unsafe lanes.
- No local shop; residents would need to drive for all essentials.
- Village hall seats only 20 people; inadequate for current and proposed population.

• Proposed development would increase the village population by 54%, which is 
disproportionate.

• No evidence of village-specific housing need.
• Foul water strategy contradiction: infiltration proposed despite report confirming no 

vertical permeability.
• Unresolved effluent disposal issue: ~6,500 litres/day cannot infiltrate vertically; likely 

illegal horizontal flow.
• Conditions incorrectly refer to a “public sewer,” which does not exist in Sigingstone.
• Council’s Drainage Section recommended a Flood Consequences Assessment (TAN 

15 compliance), but this was overridden.
• Applicant failed to update drainage layout after major site plan changes.
• Existing properties, including a listed building, already experience flooding from 

runoff.
• Approval could set a precedent for similar developments in unsewered villages 

across the Vale.
• Only statutory postal consultation occurred in October 2020; no meaningful 

engagement over five years, breaching Council guidance.
• Site was previously rejected by a Planning Inspector.
• Concern over removal of mature trees, impacting character and wildlife.
• No documented site search, alternatives assessment, or sustainability appraisal—

required by Policy MD10 and Planning Policy Wales.
• Committee report ignores Castle Pond (a designated County Treasure) and its 

hydrological link to the site.
• Over-reliance on planning conditions and future consents to address fundamental 

site suitability issues.
• No Section 106 agreement before Committee

Officer Response:
The final report has considered the representations received and addressed each matter 

within the assessment. The potential for Welsh Government call-in is noted as a procedural 
matter and does not alter the requirement for the Local Planning Authority to determine 
the application in accordance with the adopted Local Development Plan and other material 



considerations. The recommendation of officers is for approval, but subject to whether the 
application is called in by Welsh Ministers. 

The absence of some local services and public transport within Sigingstone is 
acknowledged; however, the proposal has been assessed against Policy MD10 in the 
context of the wider settlement pattern and reasonable access to services in nearby 
centres. Furthermore, there is an existing transport service (service No. P121) to 
Cowbridge & Llandow to St David’s Church in Wales Primary School and there is an 
existing transport service (service No. S23) to Llysworney to Cowbridge Comprehensive 
School. These services are both shown to stop in Sigingstone and are available to view 
on the Vale of Glamorgan Council Website. The website page states: “Local Education 
Authorities have a statutory duty to provide free school transport for pupils of statutory 
school age who reside beyond walking distance to the nearest appropriate school.”

The Council also runs Greenlinks Community Transport which is a volunteer transport 
service available to book through the Council Website Monday to Friday. The Council 
website states: “To arrange transport, call the freephone number by 12:00pm, one working 
day before travel (Excluding bank holidays).” These schemes are considered to meet 
criterion 5, which notes: 5. The development has reasonable access to the availability and 
proximity of local community services and facilities. The scale of the development has also
been considered in planning terms, rather than by reference to population change and is 
not considered disproportionate. While village-specific housing need evidence is limited, 
housing requirements are established strategically through the Local Development Plan
and the Local Housing Market Assessment, and the proposal is considered to contribute 
towards meeting those needs. 

Matters relating to foul and surface water drainage, including the lack of a public sewer, 
potential flood risk and drainage layout detail, are considered capable of being satisfactorily 
addressed through appropriately worded planning conditions, having regard to TAN 15 and 
relevant consultee’s advice. A Flood Consequence Assessment is not required as per the 
provisions of TAN15 (2004) upon which the application is assessed as per the guidance 
document released TAN15 (2025), which states that all applications submitted prior to 31 
March 2025 are considered in line with the 2004 document. There is no requirement within 
the 2004 documents for an FCA relating to surface water flooding which is limited in scope 
within the application site. Dwr Cymru were also consulted and confirmed in 2025 that the 
development proposes an alternative foul drainage solution rather than mains connection; 
therefore, the applicant should consult Natural Resources Wales and Building Regulations. 
NRW comments received regarding foul drainage, note the development is not connected 
to a public sewer and will discharge to a private sewerage system via a drainage mound. 
NRW confirmed that in line with Welsh Government Circular 008/2018, this approach has 
been assessed and agreed with Natural Resources Wales as the most suitable option, given 
the absence of permanent watercourses and public sewer provision in the area. Noting the 
above, the LPA are satisfied with the proposed pollution prevention and foul arrangements 
at the site.

Existing surface water flooding concerns have been noted, but there is insufficient evidence 
to demonstrate a direct link to the site, and the development would be required to ensure no 
increase in off-site flood risk and would be subject of a SAB application to ensure a suitable 
surface water drainage solution exists, albeit no SAB application has been received to date. 
Furthermore, the impact of the proposal on ecology and biodiversity has been assessed on 
pages 26-32 of the committee report. It is acknowledged that there are no ponds directly 



within the site and subject to the recommended planning conditions and informatives, the 
development is not considered to result in unacceptable harm to protected species or 
habitats. In addition, opportunities for biodiversity enhancements have been incorporated 
into the scheme, including the provision of habitat improvements.  

Issues of precedent and community engagement have been considered, with the application 
assessed on its own merits following statutory consultation. The Planning Department are 
satisfied that the application has been publicised and consulted upon in accordance with 
statutory requirements, including neighbour notification,site notices and press notice. 
Whilst it is acknowledged that representations have expressed concern about the quality 
of engagement, the Council’s consultation obligations have been met and all 
representations which have been received have been considered within the assessment. 
The concern regarding alleged over-reliance on planning conditions and future consents 
is noted. However, principle of development and the site’s overall suitability have been 
assessed against the requirements set out in the local development plan and relevant 
material considerations. The matters identified as being addressed through conditions do 
not go to the fundamental acceptability of the site, but rather relate to the detailed design, 
mitigation and controls that are appropriate to be secured by condition. In terms of S106,
subject to an appropriate partner the Council would not seek financial planning 
contributions for this particular development and in terms of alternatives assessment, this 
is not required by PPW or Policy MD10, with regard to residential developments.

Action required: No further action required.



Pump House 
Sigingstone 
Cowbridge 
CF71 7LP 

8th January 2026 

Dear Councillor, 

Planning Application 2021/00209/FUL - Land to the South West of Sigingstone

I am writing ahead of the Planning Committee meeting on 15th January 2026 to 
highlight significant concerns about the officer's recommendation to approve this 
application. As a resident of Sigingstone whose property is directly affected by the 
proposed development site, I have submitted detailed objections throughout this 
application's lengthy history. I respectfully ask that you consider the following points, 
which I believe demonstrate material deficiencies in the officer's assessment. 

1. Welsh Government Has Indicated It May Call In This Application 
The officer's report notes that Welsh Government has advised it may wish to call in 
this application under Article 18 of the Development Management Procedure Order. 
This is not routine. Welsh Government typically reserves call-in powers for 
applications raising significant policy concerns. Councillors should ask: why does 
Welsh Government have concerns serious enough to consider intervention, if this 
application is as policy-compliant as the officer suggests? 
I would respectfully suggest that the possibility of Welsh Government calling in this 
application should prompt greater scrutiny of the recommendation, not less. The 
Committee should not approve this application on the assumption that Welsh 
Government will intervene if there are problems. 

2. The Site Fails MD10 Criterion 5 - Access to Services 
Policy MD10 is clear: affordable housing outside settlement boundaries will only be 
permitted 'where it is demonstrated that' all five criteria are satisfied. This is not a 
balancing exercise where strengths in some areas can offset weaknesses in others. 
If any criterion is not met, the application should be refused.
The officer claims Sigingstone offers 'reasonable connectivity and service provision' 
because residents would have access to 'a community hall, hotel, and pub.' This is 
misleading. The 'hotel' and 'pub' are the same establishment - the village pub, which 
has four letting rooms. Listing them separately makes Sigingstone's facilities appear 
more substantial than they actually are. The reality for affordable housing residents 
would be: 
No public transport whatsoever - the nearest bus stop is over two miles away 
along narrow country lanes with no pavements and no street lighting. Residents 
would be entirely car-dependent for work, school, shopping, and healthcare. 
No shop - residents would need to drive for all basic provisions. 
The village hall seats only 20 people - it cannot adequately serve the existing 
community, let alone an additional 41 residents. 
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Planning Policy Wales paragraph 4.2.35 requires that affordable housing exception 
sites 'must meet all the other criteria against which a housing development would be 
judged, such as the national sustainable placemaking outcomes.' The Placemaking 
Charter Wales requires sustainable locations that 'prioritise walking, cycling and 
public transport.' This site fails that test entirely. Placing families on limited incomes 
in a location requiring multiple vehicles for daily life is not sustainable placemaking - 
it risks trapping residents in transport poverty. 

3. A 54% Population Increase Is Not Proportionate 
The officer describes a '20% increase in dwellings' as proportionate. This obscures 
the true impact. The proposal would add approximately 41 people to a village of 76 - 
a 54% population increase. The development's density (4 people per unit) is nearly 
three times that of the existing village (1.6 people per dwelling). The officer 
acknowledges the scheme is 'at the upper end' of what MD10 allows. When 
proposals push policy boundaries, scrutiny should increase, not decrease. 

4. No Village-Specific Housing Needs Evidence Exists 
MD10 Criterion 1 requires an 'identified local need which cannot be satisfied within 
identified settlement boundaries.' The officer relies on ward-level data from the 2023 
LHMA and 28 households on the Homes4U waiting list for Llandow Ward. No 
housing needs survey specific to Sigingstone has been conducted, despite this being 
standard practice for rural exception sites and recommended in Welsh Government 
guidance. There is no evidence that households on the ward waiting list actually 
want to live in Sigingstone specifically, rather than somewhere with better services 
and transport links. 

5. The Foul Water Disposal Strategy Contains a Fundamental Contradiction 
This is the most technically problematic aspect of the application. There is no mains 
sewerage in Sigingstone. The applicant proposes a package treatment plant 
discharging via a 'drainage mound' to allow infiltration into the ground. However, the 
applicant's own Site Investigation Report states there is no vertical permeability at 
the site. These two positions are incompatible. 
If water cannot infiltrate vertically, where does approximately 6,500 litres per day of 
treated effluent go? It would flow horizontally towards the storm drain on the northern 
boundary - which is predominantly dry. NRW regulations prohibit discharge to dry 
watercourses. The applicant cannot simultaneously claim the ground has no vertical 
permeability (for surface water purposes) while relying on ground infiltration for foul 
water. This contradiction has not been resolved. 
Additionally, several conditions refer to preventing discharge to the 'public sewer' - 
but there is no public sewer in Sigingstone. This language suggests incomplete 
understanding of the actual infrastructure situation. 

6. The Council's Own Drainage Section Requested a Flood Consequences 
Assessment 
The Council's Drainage Section noted that while the main development is outside the 
flood zone, the access route to the foul water treatment plant lies within Flood Zones 
2 and 3. They advised that a Flood Consequences Assessment should be provided 
to demonstrate TAN 15 compliance and to confirm that access to the sewerage 



infrastructure can be maintained during flood events. The officer has unilaterally 
decided this is 'not considered necessary,' overriding their own technical advisers.  

The applicant has also failed to update the Drainage Layout document despite 
making significant changes to the site plan.  

Existing properties in the village, including my own (a Vale of Glamorgan listed 
'County Treasure'), already experience flooding from surface water running off this 
field. I have extensive photographic evidence of multiple flooding events. I attach 
some photos below showing the effect on my property. 

7. Approving This Application Would Set a Concerning Precedent 
The Council has previously approved rural affordable housing developments at The 
Herberts (7 dwellings) and Pentre Meyrick (11 dwellings). Critically, both settlements 
are on mains drainage. Neither has the flooding issues present at this site. 
If the Committee approves this application, it would establish that in 2026, the Vale of 
Glamorgan Council considers it acceptable to build new multi-dwelling affordable 
housing developments without mains drainage, relying instead on package 
treatment plants with unresolved effluent disposal problems. Future applicants in 
unsewered villages across the Vale would be able to point to Sigingstone as 
justification for similar developments. The Committee should consider carefully 
whether it wishes to set this precedent. 

8. The Vale's Own Guidance on Community Engagement Has Been Ignored 
The Vale of Glamorgan's Affordable Housing SPG 2018 (section 9.3.1) states: 'The 
Council will expect that all rural affordable housing proposals to be developed in 
partnership with the local community.' The only engagement with Sigingstone was a 
statutory postal consultation in October 2020. Over five years of application 
development with no meaningful community engagement is a clear breach of the 
Council's own guidance. 

9. This Site Was Previously Rejected by a Planning Inspector 
This site was rejected as an Additional Site by the Planning Inspector during the LDP 
examination, on the basis that the LDP has sufficient capacity elsewhere to meet 
affordable housing requirements. The officer's report does not explain what has 
materially changed since the Inspector's decision to now make the site acceptable as 
an 'exception.' 

Conclusion 
I support the provision of affordable housing in the Vale of Glamorgan. However, 
housing should be provided in sustainable locations where residents can access 
employment, education, healthcare and daily necessities without complete car 
dependency, and where adequate infrastructure - including mains drainage - exists. 
The need for affordable housing should not come at the cost of increased flood risk 
to existing properties and residents. This site fails those fundamental tests. I 
respectfully urge you to reject this application. 

Yours sincerely, 



Run-off water from the development site/field alongside my property. 

Village stream, which is the 
responsibility of the Vale of 
Glamorgan Council, unable to cope 
with existing run-off from the 
development site. 
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From:
Sent: 11 January 2026 19:43
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: 2021/00209/FUL - Land to the South West of Sigingstone - Proposed 

residential development of 10 dwellings and associated infrastructure works
Attachments: LRJ objection letter FINAL AUGUST 2025.pdf; LRJ objection letter FINAL MARCH 

2022 FOR RESIDENTS.docx; LRJ objection letter FINAL.pdf

Dear Sirs,

I write in respect of the above cited planning application (2021/00209/FUL) and would be grateful if 
you would kindly ensure that this email is lodged on your planning portal/official record and 
distributed to all planning committee member in advance of the hearing scheduled for this Thursday 
(15th January).

As you can see below, I have emailed all Committee members this afternoon but would ask that you 
kindly ensure all members receive and consider my email.

Yours faithfully,

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From:
Date: 11 January 2026 at 19:21:52 GMT
To: ncthomas@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, MRWilson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
javiet@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, gbruce@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
ibuckley@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, cacave@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
jcharles@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, mcowpe@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk,
PDrake@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, amernest@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
wgilligan@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, nphodges@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
ijohnson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, hpayne@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
ianperry@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, cstallard@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk, 
EdWilliams@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk
Subject: Re: 2021/00209/FUL - Land to the South West of Sigingstone - Proposed 
residential development of 10 dwellings and associated infrastructure works

+ For additional context, please find attached three objection letters prepared and filed 
by the villagers’ planning consultant LRJ Planning since 2021 (I note that only 
summaries of these are provided by the planning officer in his report):

You don't often get email from n why this is important
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Sent from my iPad

On 11 Jan 2026, at 16:12,

2021/00209/FULLand to the South West of Sigingstone
Proposed residential development of 10 dwellings and associated 
infrastructure works

Dear Members,

I am writing to express my concerns over the officer’s report 
recommending the above planning application for approval, due to be 
heard at committee on the 15th of January, 2026 and which I 
understand you will be voting on.

Having lived in Sigingstone since 1973, my very serious concern is that 
these proposals represent inappropriate development in terms of 
scale, access to public services and particularly flooding and discharge 
of foul water. If the application is approved in accordance with the 
current recommendation, it would appear that this would be against 
current planning policy in numerous instances. 

Having taken preliminary advice, I believe there are serious questions 
regarding the robustness of the application of current planning policy in 
respect of the officer’s recommendation. If the application is approved 
at committee, it would be disappointing for local residents and also the 
local authority to have to subsequently meet the costs of any 
application for judicial review of the decision.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments and observations. 
Please do consider these carefully at committee.

CONCERNS AND GAPS IN COMMITTEE REPORT

The application proposes residential development on land outside the 
defined settlement boundary of Sigingstone and relies on Policy MD10 
of the adopted Local Development Plan, which permits affordable 
housing on rural exception sites only where all criteria are fully 
satisfied. Policy MD10 is not a balancing exercise; failure to comply 
with any single criterion should result in refusal.

The Welsh Government has indicated that it may consider calling in 
the proposal. These factors highlight the importance of careful and 
robust scrutiny by the Planning Committee.

Principle of Development and Policy MD10

The application site lies outside the settlement boundary and is 
therefore contrary to the development plan unless it can be justified as 
a rural exception site under Policy MD10. This policy requires clear 
and specific evidence that the development is necessary to meet an 
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identified local affordable housing need arising from the settlement 
itself and that such need cannot reasonably be met elsewhere.

No housing needs survey specific to Sigingstone has been submitted. 
Instead, the committee report relies on ward-level Local Housing 
Market Assessment data and Homes4U information. While such data 
may demonstrate a general need for affordable housing within the 
wider area, it does not provide evidence that the need arises from 
Sigingstone or that the proposed occupiers would have a 
demonstrable local connection to the village. This approach risks 
undermining the purpose of Policy MD10, which is intended to respond 
to genuinely local rural housing need rather than contribute to broader 
strategic housing delivery.

Furthermore, the committee report alleges that there are no suitable 
sites within the settlement boundary but provides no evidence to 
substantiate this conclusion. There is no documented site search, 
alternatives assessment, or comparative sustainability appraisal. This 
is a core requirement of both Policy MD10 and Planning Policy Wales, 
and its absence represents a significant policy shortcoming.

Scale, Character and Proportionality

Although Policy MD10 refers to schemes of “10 or fewer dwellings,” 
this should be regarded as an upper threshold rather than an 
automatic justification. The proposed development would result in a 
substantial change to the scale and character of Sigingstone.

In particular:

 the proposal would increase the number of dwellings by 
approximately 20–23%;

 the population of the village would increase by over 50%;
 the proposed density is nearly three times the existing village 

average.

Such a level of growth is significant for a small rural settlement and 
risks fundamentally altering its character. The committee report 
accepts the scale largely on numerical grounds, without a sufficiently 
critical assessment of proportionality, cumulative impact, or village 
form.

Sustainability and Access to Services (MD10 Criterion 5)

Policy MD10 requires rural exception sites to have reasonable access 
to services and facilities. The committee report refers to a village hall, 
hotel, and public house; however, the hotel and public house are the 
same establishment, and the village hall has very limited capacity, 
reportedly seating approximately 20 people and already constrained 
for existing residents.

Sigingstone has no public transport provision. The nearest bus stop is 
over two miles away, accessible only via narrow, unlit rural lanes 
without footways. There is no local shop, school, health facility, or 
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other daily services, and walking routes are unsafe and unsuitable for 
many users, including children, older residents, and those with mobility 
impairments.

As a result, future occupiers would be wholly dependent on private 
cars for day-to-day needs. This raises concerns regarding transport 
poverty and conflicts with national policy objectives in Planning Policy 
Wales and Future Wales, which seek to reduce car dependency and 
promote sustainable travel. Accepting this level of accessibility risks 
significantly weakening the intent of MD10 Criterion 5.

Drainage and Foul Water Infrastructure

Sigingstone is not served by mains sewerage, and the proposal relies 
on a private package treatment plant and drainage mound. The 
applicant’s own Site Investigation Report indicates limited or no vertical 
permeability, consistent with local ground conditions of heavy silty clay. 
This raises fundamental questions regarding the feasibility of effluent 
disposal.

Natural Resources Wales regulations restrict discharge to dry 
watercourses, yet the application does not clearly demonstrate how 
treated effluent would be lawfully discharged. Issues relating to long-
term maintenance, management responsibility, enforcement, odour 
risk, and failure scenarios are not adequately addressed and cannot 
reasonably be resolved through planning conditions alone.

Flood Risk and Surface Water

Access to the proposed treatment plant lies within Flood Zones 2 and 
3. The Council’s Drainage Section advised that a Flood Consequences 
Assessment should be provided; however, the committee report 
concludes that such an assessment is unnecessary. This is of 
particular concern given that existing properties in the area already 
experience flooding from surface water runoff.

The absence of a Flood Consequences Assessment represents a 
notable evidential gap and is inconsistent with the precautionary 
approach set out in TAN15 and Planning Policy Wales.

Ecology, Biodiversity and Landscape

The committee report does not address Castle Pond, a designated 
County Treasure, nor its spring-fed hydrological connection to the 
application site, despite this issue being raised in representations. 
Given the emphasis placed by Planning Policy Wales on ecosystem 
resilience, this omission is material.

Claims of biodiversity net benefit are accepted without the submission 
of quantified baseline and post-development metrics. No measurable 
biodiversity units or calculations are provided, meaning that net gain is 
asserted rather than demonstrated. Impacts on protected species, 
including dormice, bats, and great crested newts, are deferred to 
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planning conditions and licensing processes, introducing further 
uncertainty regarding deliverability and long-term outcomes.

The loss of protected trees is accepted as unavoidable, yet there is no 
clear evidence that alternative access arrangements or layouts were 
fully explored in accordance with the step wise approach to tree 
retention and landscape protection.

Highways and Accessibility

The lack of public transport and safe pedestrian infrastructure is 
acknowledged in the committee report but is treated as an inevitable 
feature of rural locations. This approach risks undermining national 
policy objectives relating to sustainable movement and active travel.

In addition, the servicing requirements of the private sewage treatment 
plant have not been adequately assessed. There is no detailed 
consideration of tanker access frequency, impacts on narrow rural 
lanes, or potential conflicts with pedestrians and other road users. 
These matters are directly related to the absence of mains drainage 
and should be assessed cumulatively.

Legal and Delivery Certainty

At the time of consideration, no completed Section 106 agreement is in 
place. While the report refers to partnership with a registered social 
landlord, key matters relating to tenure, eligibility, cascade 
mechanisms, and long-term affordability are not before Members. 
Approval would therefore rely heavily on future agreements and 
conditions, reducing certainty of delivery and policy compliance.

Precedent and Planning Risk

Approval of this application would risk establishing a precedent that 
mains drainage is not necessary for rural affordable housing and that 
significant growth in very small settlements can be supported without 
robust, site-specific evidence. This would be inconsistent with previous 
decisions at The Herberts and Pentre Meyrick.

Conclusion

In summary, the application raises significant concerns in relation to:

 compliance with Policy MD10, particularly in respect of local 
housing need and sustainability;

 scale, proportionality, and village character;
 drainage, foul water disposal, and flood risk;
 ecological impact, including effects on Castle Pond;
 legal certainty and deliverability.

The officer recommendation relies heavily on planning conditions and 
future approvals to address matters that go to the fundamental 
suitability of the site. Local residents respectfully request that Members 
give careful consideration to whether all criteria of Policy MD10 have 
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been fully satisfied before determining this application.

Kind regards,

Sent from my iPad



Dear Sirs,

Re:  Planning Application 2021/00209/FUL - Land to the South West of Sigingstone.

My husband and I are residents of Sigingstone and object to the above development.  We have 
sent in numerous objections over the last five years. Sigingstone is a hamlet with very little 
amenities.  There is no main sewerage or gas in the village.  We do not have a bus service, shop 
or playgroup/school nearby and transport is needed to undertake everyday life.  The main road 
through Sigingstone is very narrow and it can be difficult to walk along here safely.  We have a
very small village hall in the hamlet but this can only accommodate around 20 people.  

We have a cesspit system which is not an ideal method of removing waste especially for young 
families who use a larger amount of water.  The hamlet also floods regularly.  We feel that extra 
homes will add to this issue.  

There isn’t any local need for housing in Sigingstone as the current residents' adult children have 
already moved to other areas where there is an abundance of services that suit their families 
needs. I know from working with children and families in the Vale that people need to be housed 
in areas that have a wide range of services that will enhance their lives not isolate them.  We 
would never have moved here with young children as it is very remote.

If this development is approved, we understand that Welsh Government may well call in this 
planning application which whilst allowing for further scrutiny indicates serious policy concerns.  
The proposed site is also outside the settlement boundary and we understand that this can only 
be approved under policy MD1  This policy requires all five criteria to be met and this site was 
rejected previously by a Planning Inspector.

In conclusion we strongly object to this proposal being approved and respectfully ask that you 
consider these points before making your decision.  This proposed site will completely alter the 
character of the village as mature trees will inevitably have to be felled to make way for the 
development which will obviously impact on the wildlife.  

Yours faithfully,

Golden Field,
Sigingstone.

10.01.2026
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The Vale of Glamorgan Council 
Development Management Team
Dock Office
Barry Docks
Barry
CF63 4RT

14 August 2025

Dear Sir/Madam

Objection Letter – Planning Reference: 2021/00209/FUL (ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 
AND PLANS PROVIDED TO COUNCIL ON 2 JULY 2025)
Proposal - Proposed residential development of 10 dwellings and associated 
infrastructure works
Site - Land to the South West of Sigingstone

LRJ Planning Ltd has again been instructed by a local group of residents who live within 

Sigingstone to issue a formal response to the above planning application that has been lodged 

with the Vale of Glamorgan Council.

Following a review of the additional documents provided by the applicant, my clients still 

have serious concerns with the application proposed and therefore continue to OBJECT to 

the application for reasons that will be detailed below.

This application proposes a disproportionate and unsustainable expansion of Sigingstone, 

an isolated hamlet with no essential services, no public transport, and unsafe pedestrian 
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access on a greenfield site outside the defined settlement boundary. It conflicts with 

Planning Policy Wales, the Local Development Plan, and the Council’s Affordable Housing 

SPG, failing to demonstrate site-specific housing need or compliance with rural exception 

criteria. 

The scheme would cause severe harm to ecology, including risks to Castle Pond and TPO-

protected trees, increase flood risk due to inadequate drainage design in a known flood-

prone area, and introduce significant highway safety hazards on narrow, substandard 

roads. The latest submissions do nothing to alleviate these long standing concerns. This is 

speculative development in an unsuitable location and should be refused in its entirety.

My clients reside within Sigingstone and will be directly affected by this speculative 

development that even with a reduction in the number of units will significantly increase the 

size of this hamlet. 

Aerial View of Site



3 | P a g e

1.0 BACKGROUND 

My clients have previously issued strong objections to this development proposal in letters 

dated 25th March 2021 and 7th March 2022. It is clear that the latest suite of technical 

information has not addressed the issues previously raised. 

2.0 DETAILED RESPONSE TO APPLICANT’S SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSIONS 
AND DOCUMENTS

This section responds to the applicant’s supplementary submissions received by the Council 

on 2 July 2025, which include updated site layout drawings, landscape and green 

infrastructure proposals, ecological assessments, and agricultural land classification reports. 

While these documents are framed as addressing “outstanding matters”, they do not remedy 

the fundamental conflicts between the proposal and the adopted Vale of Glamorgan Local 

Development Plan (2011–2026) (“LDP”) or national policy as set out in Planning Policy Wales 

(Edition 12, February 2021) (“PPW”).

The amendments are largely cosmetic, addressing minor landscaping and presentation 

issues while leaving untouched the principal policy objections relating to the site’s location 

outside a defined settlement boundary, its harmful impact on the rural landscape, the 

unjustified loss of agricultural land of at least borderline Best and Most Versatile (BMV) quality, 

and insufficient demonstration of a sustainable and policy compliant housing need.

2. Landscape and Green Infrastructure

PPW requires that development proposals “contribute to the protection and enhancement of 

the landscape and townscape” through a landscape-led approach which embeds Green 

Infrastructure (GI) from the outset. LDP Policy MD1 similarly requires that proposals “have no 

unacceptable impact on the countryside” and “protect existing landscape features and 
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incorporate new planting where appropriate.”

The revised Landscape Proposals Plan (Haire Landscape Architects, May 2025) and GI 

Statement are noted; however, these documents demonstrate mitigation-led design rather 

than avoidance of harm. The loss of mature trees T9 and G1, acknowledged contributors to 

local landscape character, remains, directly conflicting with LDP Policy MD9, which protects 

existing trees and hedgerows of amenity value. The proposed replacement planting, while 

numerically greater (30 trees), will not replicate the ecological or visual maturity of those lost 

for several decades.

The GI Statement asserts adherence to the “step-wise approach” in PPW Section 6.2 but 

provides no verifiable audit trail demonstrating avoidance as the first principle. The scheme 

instead accepts the harm and seeks partial compensation, which fails to comply with PPW.

3. Ecology

The submitted Ecological Impact Assessment (Ecological Services, March 2025) does not 

evidence that avoidance has been meaningfully pursued. It accepts the loss of habitat and 

proposes enhancement elsewhere on site, rather than retaining habitats in situ where 

possible.

The submitted ecological assessment has failed to identify several critical environmental 

assets, most notably Castle Pond, which is formally recognised as a County Treasure. This 

pond is sustained by natural spring sources that originate within the proposed development 

site. It provides habitat for a range of protected and notable species, including amphibians 

(frogs and toads), waterfowl (ducks and herons), and aquatic fauna such as eels. Any 

disruption to the subterranean hydrology as a result of construction activity poses a significant 

risk to the integrity of this sensitive ecosystem.

Furthermore, the proposed removal of mature trees directly conflicts with the village’s long-
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standing ecological stewardship. Sigingstone was selected as a pilot area for the Tree 

Preservation Order (TPO) scheme in 2007, highlighting its strategic importance in regional 

biodiversity planning.

The presence of bat habitat in proximity to the site has not been adequately addressed in the 

application materials, despite statutory obligations under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

Moreover, the absence of a quantified biodiversity net gain calculation undermines the 

credibility of the claimed ecological enhancements. Without baseline and post-development 

unit measurements, the assertion of net gain is unsubstantiated. 

The applicant’s claim that measures have been “agreed” with the Local Planning Authority’s 

ecologist is not supported by published consultee responses. Without documented 

agreement, this remains a contested matter.

4. Arboriculture

The amended footpath alignment to avoid T8 is welcomed in isolation, but concerns remain 

about the impact on the roots post development. Furthermore, the removal of T9 and G1 

remains a significant and avoidable harm. These trees contribute to the site’s rural gateway 

character and form part of the wider landscape pattern recognised in the Design in the 

Landscape SPG. LDP Policy MD9 requires the retention of such features wherever possible.

5. Agricultural Land

The applicant’s reliance on the 2022 and 2024 Kernon Countryside Consultants reports is 

selective. The March 2024 soil survey admits that the site is classified as Subgrade 3a, albeit 

“borderline” with Subgrade 3b. PPW para. 3.58 defines Subgrade 3a as Best and Most 

Versatile (BMV) agricultural land, which should be conserved as a finite national resource.
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The applicant’s assertion that the site’s small size justifies its loss is not supported by policy; 

PPW recognises that once agricultural land is developed, even for ‘soft’ uses such as golf 

courses, its return to agriculture as best and most versatile agricultural land is seldom 

practicable.

6. Housing Need

The applicant’s housing mix justification relies on ward-level need figures provided by the LPA 

in March 2025. However, LDP Policy MD10, which governs affordable housing development 

outside settlement boundaries, requires that such schemes demonstrably meet a need that 

cannot be met within settlements and that they are “of a scale, form and character appropriate 

to the location.”

The proposal fails to demonstrate that the identified need could not be met on more 

sustainable sites within a defined settlement boundary. Furthermore, no enforceable 

mechanism, such as a signed Section 106 agreement has been submitted to secure the 

delivery, tenure, and affordability of the proposed units. 

7. Policy Conflict and Overall Balance

In summary, the proposal remains in direct conflict with LDP Policies MD1, MD9, and MD10, 

as well as the overarching objectives of PPW Edition 12. The scheme would:

• Result in unjustified development outside the settlement boundary;

• Cause harm to the rural landscape through loss of mature trees and erosion of rural 

character;

• Fail to demonstrate measurable biodiversity net gain; and

• Permanently remove agricultural land of at least borderline BMV quality.
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PPW stresses that planning decisions must be made in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this case, the alleged benefits, 

principally housing delivery are neither secured nor unique to this site, and are outweighed 

by the identified harms.

8. Summary of harm

The applicant’s supplementary submissions do not alter the planning balance. They fail to 

address the primary grounds for objection, instead offering minor design amendments and 

unquantified mitigation that cannot outweigh clear conflicts with both national and local policy. 

On this basis, and in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004, the application should be refused.

3.0 SUMMMARY GROUNDS OF OBJECTION 

In addition to the above concerns raised at section 2, my clients object to this amended 

planning application for the following reasons:

i) The principle of the major development of 10 affordable homes within this 
isolated rural location is unacceptable and there is no robust local need;

ii) It would severely impact on the character and appearance of this rural 
landscape;

iii) It would encourage greater car use and lead to an impact on highway and 
public safety;

iv) It would impact on protected trees; 
v) The impact on the local environment and biodiversity: and
vi) The severe impact on the drainage regime at the site and wider area.
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4.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

The planning policy framework for the determination of this application is provided by the 

content and scope of National Planning Policy, which is contained within the Wales Spatial 

Plan, Planning Policy Wales (PPW) and its associated Technical Advice Notes (TANs), 

together with the Development Plan for the local area. Details of the relevant policies are 

provided at Appendix A.

5.0 CONTINUED DETAILED GROUNDS OF OBJECTION

i) Principle of development is unacceptable

PPW and the Council’s LDP establish a strategic framework for sustainable development, 

emphasising the importance of locating new housing in accordance with the settlement 

hierarchy. This approach seeks to:

• Reduce the need to travel

• Promote sustainable communities

• Encourage the reuse of previously developed land and buildings

The application site lies outside the defined settlement boundary and is situated on a 

greenfield site at the edge of a minor rural settlement. The location is devoid of essential 

services and facilities, there is no school, shop, medical centre, post office, or public transport 

access. The nearest amenity is a small public house. This context renders the site unsuitable 

for a development of this scale and nature.

Policy MD10 – Affordable Housing Outside Settlement Boundaries

Policy MD10 permits small scale affordable housing developments outside settlement 

boundaries only where all of the following criteria are met:

1. Identified local need not met within settlement boundaries
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2. Proportionate scale relative to the settlement

3. Appropriate tenure, size, and design aligned with the identified need

4. Secure mechanisms to ensure long-term affordability

5. Reasonable access to local services and facilities

The current proposal fails to satisfy these criteria on multiple counts.

Claimed Housing Need in Llandow Ward

The applicant has submitted a table of housing need figures for the Llandow ward (March 

2025), suggesting that the proposed mix of units at Sigingstone complies with this need. 

However, this assertion is fundamentally flawed for the following reasons:

• Ward-Level Data Is Not Site-Specific: The Llandow ward encompasses a broad 

geographical area, including settlements with far greater infrastructure and service 

provision than Sigingstone. The use of ward-level data to justify a major development 

in a hamlet with no services is misleading and fails to demonstrate a site-specific need.

• Absence of Localised Engagement: Despite referencing generalised need, the 

applicant has not undertaken any formal engagement with the Community Council or 

local residents to validate the appropriateness of the site or the proposed mix. This is 

contrary to the Council’s Affordable Housing SPG (2025), which requires community-

led identification of housing need for rural exception sites.

• Not tailored to Identified Need: The only specific local need referenced in previous 

submissions relates to a bespoke 3-bedroom bungalow for a household with 

accessibility requirements. The current proposal includes two-storey dwellings and a 

single bungalow, which does not reflect the bespoke nature of the identified need. The 

scheme is therefore not tailored to the actual housing requirement.

• No Evidence of Inability to Deliver Within Settlement Boundaries: The applicant 

has not demonstrated that the identified need cannot be met within defined settlement 

boundaries, where access to services and infrastructure is more appropriate. This is a 
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key requirement of Policy MD10.

In summary, the use of aggregated ward-level data does not constitute robust evidence of 

local need specific to Sigingstone. The proposal remains speculative and unsupported by 

meaningful community engagement or site-specific justification.

Scale and Proportionality of Development

Sigingstone is defined as one of 26 minor rural settlements in the LDP. In reality, it is a hamlet 

comprising approximately 43 dwellings. The proposed development of 10 units represents a 

23% increase in the size of the settlement, an expansion that is neither proportionate nor 

appropriate.

Paragraph 7.58 of the LDP clarifies that “small scale” generally means 10 or fewer dwellings, 

but only in or adjoining larger settlements. In minor settlements such as Sigingstone, even 10 

dwellings constitutes a major development. The scale and intensity of the proposal are 

incompatible with the character and capacity of the settlement.

Furthermore, the internal access road layout suggests potential for future expansion onto 

adjacent land under the applicant’s ownership, raising concerns about incremental 

development beyond what is currently proposed.

Sustainability and Site Selection

The application fails to demonstrate why alternative, less sensitive sites within defined 

settlement boundaries have been discounted. No assessment has been provided of other 

locations with better access to services, infrastructure, and transport links. This undermines 

the strategic planning objective of directing development to sustainable locations.

The goals of the Well-being and Future Generations Act (WBFG) 2015 are reflected in 
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Planning Policy Wales 12. The Strategic and Spatial Choices chapter informs good design to 

achieve better places. The aspects of particular relevance to the appeal proposal are the 

emphasis on the effect of a proposal on the character of an area. Local Planning Authorities 

can use tools such as supplementary planning guidance to identify and coordinate 

opportunities to guide development generally. Active and Social Places (Chapter 4) are those 

which promote our social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being by providing well-

connected cohesive communities, thus contributing to meeting the seven goals of the WBFG 

Act. 

A resilient Wales is supported by protecting existing cohesive communities, whilst allowing for 

the necessary development to support a prosperous Wales. Accessibility to public transport 

and the objective of reducing reliance on the private car, which will support a modal shift to 

walking, cycling and public transport. Planning authorities must support schemes which keep 

parking levels down. 

Walking Distance to the Nearest Major Service Centre - Llantwit Major 

In this case, the site is located outside a defined settlement boundary and is one that is an 

isolated rural location.  The proposed development within this sensitive rural landscape, is 

deemed to be inappropriate development. The access to this development is off a narrow

Site
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poorly aligned highway, which does not benefit from any lighting, or pavements. This is further 

likely to discourage future users from walking. Further to this to entertain walking to sources 

basic daily goods in Llantwit  Major would entail a 6.6km round trip navigating dangerous  

roads. 

In light of the above, future occupants of the development would be extremely reliant on the 

use of the private car.  This would be compounded as the isolated rural location means there 

is a very limited range of  local service and amenities (there are no local schools, shops, 

doctors surgery or a  bus service). Again, this would increase the number of trips by private 

car to access such services. 

Summary of harm

The proposed development is contrary to Policy MD10 of the LDP and fails to meet the 

requirements of PPW and the Council’s Affordable Housing SPG. It is:

• Unsupported by robust, site-specific evidence of local housing need.

• Disproportionate to the size and character of the settlement.

• Located in an unsustainable area with no access to essential services.

• Advanced without meaningful community engagement.

• Indicative of speculative development rather than a genuine rural exception scheme.

ii) Adverse Impact on Rural Landscape

It should be noted that the objectives of Planning Policy Wales (PPW) include the promotion 

of high-quality design and a good standard of amenity. TAN 12 recognises that good design 

is not automatic; it requires a collaborative, creative, and inclusive process, integrating 

sustainability, architecture, placemaking, public realm, landscape, and infrastructure 

considerations. Development which is inappropriate to its context, or which fails to seize 

opportunities to enhance the character, quality, and function of an area, should not be 

accepted, as it can have adverse effects on existing communities.
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The landscape character of the site is considered high value, acting as the “green lungs” of 

the settlement and providing an important buffer for this minor rural village. The site is elevated 

and visually prominent from multiple public vantage points. Street scene elevations for the 

proposed development of 10 dwellings demonstrate that the scheme would sit at a high level, 

appearing dominant and incongruous within the local environment. The proposed form of 

development would visually harden this greenfield site, contrasting sharply with the 

surrounding built form.

Localised and Long-Distance Views

Analysis of street scene elevations indicates that the development would be oppressive and 

imposing, visible from both localised and distant viewpoints. The layout is inward looking, 

failing to respond to the spatial pattern of the village or integrate with existing settlement 

structure. The development would appear isolated, with no clear linkages to surrounding 

areas.

The proposal would introduce sporadic development into a visually detached location, 

adversely impacting the open, tranquil, and rural character of the landscape. Impacts would 

arise from the physical presence of buildings, infrastructure, and associated domestic activity 

(e.g., noise, parked vehicles, and ancillary paraphernalia). Given the prominent and elevated 

siting, the development would represent an alien and contrived feature in a sensitive rural 

setting.

Overall, the information submitted reinforces earlier concerns regarding landscape and visual 

harm. The elevated position, scale, and siting of the proposed dwellings would make them 

overly dominant, incongruous, and intrusive, causing significant harm to the local rural 

environment. This impact is contrary to both national and local planning policy, including 

provisions for safeguarding landscape character and maintaining high-quality design 

outcomes.
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Applicant’s Landscaping Strategy

The Applicant has submitted a Landscaping Proposals Plan (Drawing Ref. 783.01 RevA), 

Landscape Planting Plan (783.02 RevA), and Plant Schedule and Specification (783.03), 

together with a Green Infrastructure Statement (May 2025). While these documents follow the 

step-wise approach set out in PPW, they do not adequately mitigate the fundamental issues 

of siting, scale, and landscape prominence.

The proposed planting and green infrastructure measures cannot conceal or compensate for 

the inherent visual and contextual harm caused by introducing development onto a high-value, 

elevated greenfield site. Landscaping can soften edges, but it cannot overcome the intrinsic 

incongruity of an overbearing form of development in this sensitive rural landscape. The 

scheme would remain highly visible and discordant, with the proposed mitigation insufficient 

to safeguard landscape character, visual amenity, or the integrity of the village setting.

Localised Views of Site
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Summary of harm

The proposed development would cause significant and demonstrable harm to the landscape 

character and visual amenity of the area. The site’s elevated position and prominence mean 

that the dwellings would appear overbearing and incongruous, conflicting with the existing 

spatial pattern and character of the village. The development would erode the open, rural, 

and tranquil qualities of the landscape, introducing an alien and visually intrusive form that 

cannot be fully mitigated through landscaping or green infrastructure measures.

Accordingly, the proposal is incompatible with national and local planning policy, including 

the objectives of PPW and TAN 12, which seek to secure high-quality design, protect 

landscape character, and safeguard amenity. The development would result in material harm 

to the local environment, undermining the sense of place and visual integrity of this sensitive 

rural area.

iii) Severe harm on highway safety

The proposed development remains heavily reliant on private car use, with the level of parking 

provided catering primarily to residents rather than encouraging sustainable travel. The site is 

not served by public transport, and its layout and access arrangements are likely to reinforce 

car dependency, contrary to the Welsh Government’s objectives of reducing private car trips.

The surrounding highway network is narrow and constrained, with limited passing 

opportunities. The proposed development would introduce a significant increase in vehicular 

movements, exacerbating congestion and raising the risk of conflict between road users. The 

steep gradient, blind bends, and proximity to two other hazardous corners further compound 

the safety risk, with potentially dangerous reversing or manoeuvres likely.
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The amended access arrangements, including the relocation of the bio-retention basin access 

from within the site to West Road, are a retrograde step. The servicing of the sewage facility, 

including by an eight-wheel tanker, raises further highway safety concerns due to potential 

overhang onto the carriageway and restricted manoeuvring space.

The reduction of visitor parking spaces from seven to two will likely result in overspill parking 

onto surrounding streets. This is expected to increase congestion, obstruct visibility, and 

exacerbate existing parking pressures, further compromising highway safety. Additionally, the 

loss of existing parking spaces currently used by local residents will create localised harm and 

inconvenience.

The proposed development allows for 24 car parking spaces, which, on these narrow and 

already degraded single-track roads, represents a substantial intensification of traffic. 

Increased surface water runoff from the site could also lead to further erosion and road 

damage, compounding highway maintenance issues. The absence of electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure fails to meet current policy requirements under Planning Policy Wales, 

further highlighting the unsustainable nature of the proposal.

Summary of harm 

Overall, the development would result in a severe residual impact on highway and pedestrian 

safety. It would increase private car use, exacerbate congestion, and place residents and 

visitors at risk due to the site’s constrained, elevated, and hazardous road access. The 

proposal is therefore unsustainable and contrary to both national and local planning policy, 

including provisions promoting safe, accessible, and sustainable transport.

iv) Impact on Trees

Under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, Local Planning Authorities 
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have a statutory duty to have regard to conserving biodiversity as part of their decision-

making. The proposed development would result in the loss of high-quality trees protected by 

Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs), including G1 and T9, both Category B trees. These trees 

have a remaining contribution of 40+ years and provide significant amenity, landscape value, 

and environmental benefits.

While T8 is proposed to be retained, it remains vulnerable to indirect impacts from the 

development, including root compaction, soil disturbance, and changes in ground conditions 

during construction. Such impacts could significantly reduce its health, longevity, and 

contribution to the local landscape.

The applicant proposes 30 replacement trees and new native hedgerows along the western 

boundary, with supplementary planting elsewhere. However, such replacement planting will 

take decades to achieve the same maturity, scale, and visual amenity as the trees being lost. 

The immediate and long-term effect would be a substantial reduction in the quality and 

character of the local treescape.

The removal of G1 and T9 to create the vehicular access on the eastern boundary is 

acknowledged. The repositioning of the footpath to avoid T8 and its Root Protection Zone is 

also noted. Nevertheless, this alteration does not remove the ongoing risk to T8 from the 

proximity of development works and associated infrastructure. The proposed planting and 

hedgerow creation, while beneficial in principle, cannot mitigate the immediate and long-term 

loss of established, protected trees, nor can it replicate their current amenity or environmental 

value within any reasonable timeframe.

Summary of harm

The proposal would result in the permanent loss of mature, protected trees and place retained 

trees, including T8, at risk of decline. Replacement planting cannot adequately address this 
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loss in the short to medium term. The development would therefore cause long-term harm to 

the landscape character and visual quality of the site and its surroundings, contrary to both 

local and national policy objectives for the protection of trees and green infrastructure.

v) Impact on local environment and biodiversity 

The submitted Ecological Impact Assessment (Ecological Services, March 2025) fails to 

adequately consider key ecological features and does not comply with the mitigation 

hierarchy set out in PPW, para. 6.4.21, which requires impacts to be avoided first, mitigated 

second, and compensated only as a last resort. The assessment accepts the loss of habitat 

and proposes enhancements elsewhere on site, rather than retaining important habitats in 

situ, demonstrating a clear failure to pursue avoidance meaningfully.

Critically, the survey omits Castle Pond, a designated County Treasure, which is directly fed 

by springs arising under the development site. This pond supports a variety of protected and 

notable species, including frogs, toads, ducks, herons, and eels. Any disturbance to the 

subterranean hydrology from construction activity presents a significant risk to the ecological 

integrity of this sensitive habitat.

The proposed removal of mature trees further undermines the village’s ecological 

stewardship. Sigingstone was a pilot area for the Tree Preservation Order (TPO) scheme in 

2007, highlighting its importance in maintaining local biodiversity. Tree loss will fragment 

habitats, reduce connectivity, and diminish the ecological value of the site.

Additionally, the presence of bat habitat near the site has not been adequately assessed or 

mitigated, despite statutory protection under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. The application provides no 

substantive evidence to demonstrate how these species will be safeguarded.

The claimed ecological enhancements are unsupported by a quantified biodiversity net gain 
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calculation. Without clear baseline and post-development unit metrics, the assertion that the 

scheme delivers a net gain is unsubstantiated and unverified.

Finally, the applicant asserts that mitigation measures have been “agreed” with the Local 

Planning Authority’s ecologist, however, no documented consultation or published response 

confirms this. As such, this claim remains unverified and contested.

Summary of harm

The proposed development would cause significant and unacceptable ecological harm, 

including direct impacts on protected species, key habitats, and local hydrology. The failure 

to properly identify and retain in-situ habitats, the removal of mature trees, and the lack of 

verifiable biodiversity net gain evidence demonstrates non-compliance with national planning 

policy and statutory obligations. The application, as submitted, does not demonstrate that 

ecological impacts can be avoided or adequately mitigated and should be rejected on these 

grounds.

vi) Surface and foul water drainage 

The proposed development raises serious concerns regarding surface water disposal, flood 

risk, and drainage infrastructure capacity. The site currently consists of largely permeable 

ground which plays an important role in attenuating runoff. The introduction of extensive 

impermeable surfaces, roads, driveways, and building footprints would substantially increase 

surface water runoff, heightening the risk of flooding to neighbouring properties and the wider 

village.

The local context is highly relevant: my clients report that Llanmihangel Lane already 

experiences multiple flooding incidents each year due to existing surface water volumes and 

blocked drainage infrastructure. Photographic evidence is available to substantiate these 

occurrences. The downstream catchment includes nine properties at risk, notably the county
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treasure “Pump House”, which would be particularly vulnerable to an increase in flood events.

Despite the known flooding history, no Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted. This 

omission is unacceptable, especially given that the proposed works could exacerbate flooding 

downstream in areas already recognised as susceptible to inundation. TAN 15: Development 

and Flood Risk has not been properly addressed within the application, despite its direct 

relevance to the site and its surroundings.

There is no mains drainage available. The proposal relies on a package treatment plant to 

serve ten dwellings, which is indicative of the absence of supporting infrastructure. The 

potential for foul water system failure, combined with increased surface water loading, poses 

a further risk to environmental quality and public health.

It is clear that the proposal fails to provide an adequate connection to the public foul mains 

drainage system. The absence of such provision raises significant concerns for my clients 

over the capacity of alternative private drainage solutions to manage waste effectively, 

particularly in light of the site’s soil conditions, topography, and proximity to sensitive 

watercourses. Reliance on non-mains drainage in this context risks environmental harm 

through potential groundwater contamination, increases the likelihood of long-term 

maintenance and public health issues, and runs contrary to the principles set out in national 

and local planning policy, which seek to ensure that new development is served by sustainable 

and resilient infrastructure from the outset. Without a robust and deliverable strategy for foul 

water disposal, the proposal is fundamentally unsound and should not be approved.

In Wales, the Sustainable Drainage (SuDS) Approval Body (SAB) regime, introduced under 

Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010, is now fully operational. All new 

developments of this scale must obtain SAB approval for their drainage proposals, ensuring 

they are designed to manage surface water sustainably. The submitted application does not 

demonstrate compliance with SAB requirements, nor does it provide any evidence that the 

proposed drainage system meets the statutory standards for sustainable drainage.
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Furthermore, the Drainage Layout (Drawing Ref. 7740-P-02E) has not been updated to reflect 

the substantial design changes made to the proposed site layout. This undermines the 

credibility of the drainage strategy and prevents a robust assessment of whether the altered 

development footprint will increase surface water loading and flood risk. The absence of 

updated hydraulic modelling, rainfall data, flow capacity calculations, and runoff rate analysis 

means the drainage plan is based on flawed assumptions and incomplete evidence.

Summary of harm

Given the existing flooding problems in Sigingstone, the lack of a compliant and up-to-date 

drainage strategy, and the absence of a Flood Risk Assessment, it is considered that the 

proposal would materially increase the risk of flooding to existing properties. This risk is 

contrary to the principles of TAN 15, the requirements of the SAB regime, and the broader 

aims of Planning Policy Wales in promoting climate resilience and sustainable water 

management. Any additional public expenditure required to safeguard downstream properties 

from the consequences of this development would ultimately fall upon the Vale of Glamorgan 

Council, a liability that could and should be avoided through robust planning control.

6.0  CONLUSION ON OVERALL HARM

The proposed development at Sigingstone is fundamentally unsustainable and 

inappropriate, both in terms of its location and its impact. The site lies outside the defined 

settlement boundary on a greenfield plot, within a minor rural settlement that lacks essential 

services, public transport, and safe pedestrian access. The application fails to demonstrate 

why alternative, less sensitive sites within defined settlements have been discounted, 

contrary to the strategic framework established by Planning Policy Wales (PPW) and the 

Local Development Plan (LDP), which seek to direct new housing to sustainable locations 

in accordance with the settlement hierarchy.

The development is disproportionate and intrusive, representing a 23% increase in the size 
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of the hamlet. Its scale, layout, and potential for incremental expansion are incompatible 

with the character and capacity of Sigingstone. The internal road design, poor connectivity, 

and reliance on private cars directly conflict with national policy objectives to reduce travel 

demand, promote sustainable transport, and protect cohesive rural communities under the 

Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015.

The scheme would result in severe harm to ecology and biodiversity, including the loss of 

mature TPO-protected trees, the risk to Castle Pond and its associated species, and 

unaddressed bat habitats. It fails to demonstrate meaningful application of the mitigation 

hierarchy required under PPW and the claimed ecological enhancements remain 

unsubstantiated. Landscape and visual impacts would further erode the rural character and 

amenity of the area.

Highway safety and drainage issues are also unresolved. The development would introduce 

significant additional traffic onto narrow, substandard roads, with limited parking and 

increased conflict, while the surface water strategy remains inadequate in light of localised 

flooding and the adoption of SAB drainage requirements in Wales. Downstream properties 

would face increased risk, and the applicant has failed to provide updated modelling or a 

Flood Risk Assessment to address these concerns.

Finally, the applicant’s claims regarding housing need are misleading and unsubstantiated. 

The use of ward-level data does not reflect site-specific demand in Sigingstone, no evidence 

has been provided that needs cannot be met within defined settlements, and the proposed 

mix of dwellings fails to align with any identified local requirement.

In summary, the proposal is contrary to PPW, the LDP, and the Council’s Affordable 

Housing SPG, and would cause demonstrable harm including, ecological, landscape, 

highways, drainage, and community sustainability. The latest submissions do little to 

address these fundamental failings. Housing need, as presented, does not justify 

speculative development in a remote, unsustainable location that fails to meet the tests for 
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rural exception housing. Accordingly, the proposal should be refused in its entirety.

Yours faithfully

Lloyd Jones MRTPI 

Director
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APPENDIX A – SUMMARY OF RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES

Planning Policy Wales  

Planning Policy Wales is particularly relevant to this application and identifies that the planning 

system should create sustainable places which are attractive, sociable, accessible, active, 

secure, welcoming, healthy and friendly. Development proposals should create the conditions 

to bring people together, making them want to live, work and play in areas with a sense of 

place and well-being, creating prosperity for all.

Technical Advice Notes

Planning Policy Wales is supplemented by a series of topic-based Technical Advice Notes 

(TAN’s) which provide practical guidance relating to various forms of development and the 

role of the planning system in dealing with the determination of planning applications.

TAN 6: Planning for Sustainable Rual Communities

The purpose of this TAN is to provide practical guidance on the role of the planning system 

in supporting the delivery of sustainable rural communities.

TAN 12: Design

TAN 12 provides advice on design considerations and, in relation to the design of new 

development, it states that local planning policies and guidance should aim to ensure that:

• “create places with the needs of people in mind, which are distinctive and 

respect local character;
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• promote layouts and design features which encourage community safety and 

accessibility;

• focus on the quality of the places and living environments for pedestrians rather 

than the movement and parking of vehicles;

• avoid inflexible planning standards and encourage layouts which manage 

vehicle speeds through the geometry of the road and building;

• promote environmental sustainability features, such as energy efficiency, in new 

housing and make clear specific commitments to carbon reductions and/or 

sustainable building standards;

• secures the most efficient use of land including appropriate densities; and

• consider and balance potential conflicts between these criteria.”

Furthermore, the TAN advises that opportunities for innovative design will depend on the 

existing context of development and the degree to which the historic, architectural, social or 

environmental characteristics of an area may demand or inhibit a particular design solution. A 

contextual approach should not necessarily prohibit contemporary design.

TAN 18: Transport

TAN 18 offers national guidance on transportation related planning policies. It advocates:

• the integration of land use planning and transport in order to promote resource 

and travel efficient settlement patterns;

• ensuring that development is located where there is good accessibility by public 

transport, cycling and walking. This minimises the need to travel and promotes 

social inclusion;

• Managing parking provision.

Paragraph 3.2 encourages local authorities to maximise relative accessibility. Accessibility is 
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the relative ability to take up services, markets or facilities. Focusing on accessibility is 

important in addressing social exclusion and for maximising choice in services, employment 

and recreational opportunities.

Development Plan 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with 

the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”

Part 2 (Sustainable Development) of the Planning (Wales) Act 2015 says the following:

• This section applies to the exercise by the Welsh Ministers, a local planning authority in 

Wales or any other public body—

(a) of a function under Part 6 of PCPA 2004 in relation to the National 

Development Framework for Wales, a strategic development plan or a 

local development plan; 

(b) of a function under Part 3 of TCPA 1990 in relation to an application 

for planning permission made (or proposed to be made) to the Welsh 

Ministers or to a local planning authority in Wales. 

2. The function must be exercised, as part of carrying out sustainable development in 

accordance with the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 for the 

purpose of ensuring that the development and use of land contribute to improving 

the economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales.

The Development Plan for the area comprises the Vale of Glamorgan Adopted Local 

Development Plan 2011-2026, which was formally adopted by the Council on 28 June 2017, 

and within which the following policies are of relevance: 
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Strategic Policies: 

• SP1 – Delivering the Strategy 

• SP4 – Affordable Housing Provision 

• SP10 – Built and Natural Environment 

Managing Growth Policies:

• MD1 – Location of New Development 

• MD2 – Design of New Development 

• MD6 – Housing Densities

• MD7 – Environmental Protection 

• MD9 – Promoting Biodiversity 

• M10 – Affordable Housing Developments Outside Settlement Boundaries

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)

The following SPG is relevant to this policy:

• Affordable Housing (Revised April 2025)

• Biodiversity and Development (2018) 

• Model Design Guide for Wales 

• Parking Standards (2019) 

• Residential and Householder Development (2018) 

• Sustainable Development - A Developer's Guide
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The Vale of Glamorgan Council 
Development Management Team
Dock Office
Barry Docks
Barry
CF63 4RT

Send via email 

25 March 2021

Dear Sir/Madam

Objection Letter – Planning Reference: 2021/00209/FUL 
Proposal - Proposed residential development of 15 dwellings and associated 
infrastructure works
Site - Land to the South West of Sigingstone

LRJ Planning Ltd has been instructed by a local group of residents who live within Sigingstone 

to issue a formal response to the above planning application that has been lodged with the 

Vale of Glamorgan Council.

Following a review of the submitted plans and the supporting documents with my clients’, 

we have serious concerns with the application proposed and therefore OBJECT to the 

application for reasons that will be detailed below.

2e
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My clients’ all live within Sigingstone and will be directly affected by this speculative 

development that will significantly increase the size of this hamlet. 

Aerial View of Site

In summary, my clients’ object to the planning application for the following reasons:

i) The principle of the major development of 15 affordable homes within this 
isolated rural location is unacceptable and there is no robust local need;

ii) It would severely impact on the character and appearance of this rural 
landscape;

The site
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iii) It would encourage greater car use and lead to an impact on highway and 
public safety;

iv) It would impact on the biodiversity interests at the site and protected trees; 
and

v) The severe impact on the drainage regime at the site and wider area.

1. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

The planning policy framework for the determination of this application is provided by the 

content and scope of National Planning Policy, which is contained within the Wales Spatial 

Plan, Planning Policy Wales (PPW) and its associated Technical Advice Notes (TANs), 

together with the Development Plan for the local area. Details of the relevant policies are 

provided at Appendix A.

2. GROUNDS OF OBJECTION

i) Principle of development is unacceptable

Firstly, given the sensitive nature  and size of the application site, it is not clear if the 

application has been screened to assess if the development should be accompanied by an 

Environmental Impact Assessment. My clients’ would like to be given the opportunity to review 

the screening opinion, but regrettably cannot find a copy on the file or on the Council’s 

planning portal. 

Planning Policy Wales and the Council’s LDP details a  strategic approach, noting that 

proposals for new development should be located in accordance with the Council’s settlement 

hierarchy. This will ensure that development reduces the need to travel and promotes 

sustainable communities based on the services and facilities that are available in each 

settlement. The use of previously developed land and buildings will be encouraged.

Policy MD10 of the Council’s LDP is relevant to this case as it refers directly to the provision 
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of affordable housing outside defined settlement boundaries. The policy states:

“Small scale affordable housing developments (my emphasis) will be permitted outside 

settlement boundaries where they have a distinct physical or visual relationship with an 

existing settlement and where it is demonstrated that: 

1. The proposal meets an identified local need which cannot be satisfied within identified 

settlement boundaries; 

2. The number of dwellings is in proportion to the size of the settlement; 

3. The proposed dwelling(s) will be of a size, tenure and design which is commensurate with 

the affordable housing need; 

4. In cases where the dwelling is to be provided by either a private landlord or the intended 

occupier, secure mechanisms are in place to ensure the property shall remain affordable in 

perpetuity; and 

5. The development has reasonable access to the availability and proximity of local community 

services and facilities.”

The existing site is located at the edge of this small hamlet, which other than a small Public 

House has no  school, shop, doctors surgery, post office or access to a bus service. It is 

devoid of any such facilities that would be able to support a major development of 15 

affordable houses. The site comprises an attractive greenfield site and there are compelling 

reasons why this development is simply unacceptable in this location. It is in direct conflict 

with Policy MD10 of the Local Plan. 

Of particular concern is the absence of a local need, the size of the development relative to 

the size of the hamlet and as touched upon above the absence of access to any local services. 

These specific points will be elaborated below. 

Lack of Local Need

The supporting Planning, Design and Access Statement identifies that the applicants in 

partnership with the Vale of Glamorgan Housing Strategy Co-ordinator  that there is a local 
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need for housing within the settlement of 32 affordable units. 

My clients’ are surprised with this statement as no cogent evidence has been provided with 

the application. They are aware that no discussions have been held between the applicant 

and the Community Council in respect of any local housing need. Indeed, the Council’s 

adopted Affordable Housing SPG (2018) highlights the importance of local community 

engagement. Paragraphs 9.3.1 and 9.3.2 of this SPG stipulates:

“The Council will expect that all rural affordable housing proposals to be developed in 

partnership with the local community. This can be achieved through effective community 

engagement at the pre-application stage to take into account of the view of local residents 

and the community council as well as explore any alternatives and the earliest stages. When 

submitting a planning, applicants should provide a brief statement outlining the measures 

undertaken to engagement with the community and how the proposal has taken on board any 

feedback received. 

Engagement with the Community Council may also provide the opportunity to discuss any 

specific housing needs of the community, as well as the scope of criteria to be considered in 

the local lettings criteria (see below) to enable priority for affordable housing to be given to 

existing residents and those who have a local connection to the area. In this regard, the 

Council has its own rural housing enabling officer who seeks to deliver rural exception sites, 

working alongside Community Councils, local communities and landowners and can assist in 

this process.”

Given that no such formal approach has been made to the Community Council my clients’ are 

extremely concerned that there is no such evidenced local need. It is clear this speculative 

scheme has been progressed without any such formal engagement with the community. 

Furthermore, no such discussions of any alternative sites have been discounted. Given the 

existing number of houses within Sigingstone (43 and not 50), my clients’ are somewhat 

surprised at this number, as this is not their understanding of the local housing need within 

Singingstone. 
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In addition, paragraph 4.2.6 of PPW highlights that “the latest Welsh Government local 

authority level Household Projections for Wales, alongside the latest Local Housing Market 

Assessment (LHMA) and the Well-being plan for a plan area, will form a fundamental part of 

the evidence base for development plans. These should be considered together with other 

key evidence in relation to issues such as what the plan is seeking to achieve, links between 

homes and jobs, the need for affordable housing, Welsh language considerations and the 

deliverability of the plan, in order to identify an appropriate strategy for the delivery of housing 

in the plan area. Appropriate consideration must also be given to the wider social, economic, 

environmental and cultural factors in a plan area in order to ensure the creation of sustainable 

places and cohesive communities.”

It is noted that the Council’s 2015 Local Housing Market Assessment (LHMA) identifies an 

affordable housing need across the Vale of Glamorgan, with the highest areas of need 

identified in the wards of Penarth and Llandough, and Barry, followed by Llantwit Major, Dinas 

Powys, Cowbridge, Rhoose, Sully, St. Athan, Wenvoe, Peterston Super Ely, Llandow/Ewenny 

and St Bride’s Major. 

It is clear that Sigingstone does not feature as an area where there is a high level of need for 

affordable housing and no such compelling evidence has been provided as required by PPW.

Overall, no robust evidence has been provided in support of the application to demonstrate 

that there is a local housing need for 15 homes and there has been a lack of community 

engagement as required in the Council’s Affordable Housing SPG. Further to this no 

discussion of any alternative sites has been evidenced. 

In the absence of sufficient evidence demonstrating the level of need suggested and that any 

such need could be directed to more sustainable settlements. It is contended that that the 

proposal is contrary to Policy MD10 of the LDP.
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Number of Dwellings and Size of Development 

Sigingstone is defined in the LDP as one of 26 minor rural settlements and in reality, it is a 

hamlet with 43 properties. The proposal comprises a major development of 15 dwellings with 

associated infrastructure that will subsume this minor rural settlement. Indeed, the proposal 

will result in the expansion of this minor rural settlement by some 35%. 

Paragraph 7.58 of the LDP provides an amplification of Policy MD10 and identifies that:

“Small scale for the purpose of Policy MD10 will generally mean 10 or fewer dwellings, 
however, in or adjoining some of the larger settlements, proposals for more than 10 
dwellings may be acceptable (my emphasis) if required to meet specific need and where 

the number of dwellings is proportionate to the size of the settlement and satisfies all the other 

criteria against which a housing development would be judged.”

The development proposed is one that is major and is for 15 dwellings. Notwithstanding the 

position in respect of a lack of evidenced local need, it is clearly the case that the proposal is 

not small scale or proportionate to the size of this minor rural settlement. A scheme for 15 

dwellings as set out above is one that is only acceptable in a larger settlement. My clients’ are 

particularly concerned about further development due to the position of the internal access 

road that connects the site to other land under the ownership of the applicant. 

Overall, the proposed development is major in its size and scale that is not commensurate to 

the overall size of this minor rural settlement. It is contract to policy MD10 of the LDP. 

Accessibility to Local Services

The goals of the Well-being and Future Generations Act (WBFG) 2015 are reflected in 

Planning Policy Wales 11. The Strategic and Spatial Choices chapter informs good design to 

achieve better places. The aspects of particular relevance to the appeal proposal are the 

emphasis on the effect of a proposal on the character of an area. Local Planning Authorities 
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can use tools such as supplementary planning guidance to identify and coordinate 

opportunities to guide development generally. Active and Social Places (Chapter 4) are those 

which promote our social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being by providing well-

connected cohesive communities, thus contributing to meeting the seven goals of the WBFG 

Act. 

A resilient Wales is supported by protecting existing cohesive communities, whilst allowing for 

the necessary development to support a prosperous Wales. Accessibility to public transport 

and the objective of reducing reliance on the private car, which will support a modal shift to 

walking, cycling and public transport. Planning authorities must support schemes which keep 

parking levels down. 

Walking Distance to the Nearest Major Service Centre - Llantwit Major 

Site
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In this case, the site is located outside a defined settlement boundary and is one that is an 

isolated rural location.  The proposed development within this sensitive rural landscape, is 

deemed to be inappropriate development. The access to this development is off a narrow that 

is poorly aligned, which does not benefit from any lighting, or pavements. This is further likely 

to discourage future users from walking. Further to this to entertain walking to sources basic 

daily goods in Llantwit  Major would entail a 6.6km round trip navigating dangerous  roads. 

In light of the above, future occupants of the development would be extremely reliant on the 

use of the private car.  This would be compounded as the isolated rural location means there 

is a very limited range of  local service and amenities (there are no local schools, shops, 

doctors surgery or a  bus service). Again, this would increase the number of trips by private 

car to access such services. 

Overall, it is contended that the proposed use does not necessarily require a countryside 

location. It has not been demonstrated that there is not a compelling local need for the 

development. The proposed development is at a size and scale that is not proportionate to 

the size of Sigingstone and would constitute an inappropriate form of development within an 

isolated countryside location that is clearly not sustainable There is clear conflict with the 

Council’s strategic policies, that seeks to direct development of this  size and scale to more 

sustainable locations where there are services and amenities. The proposal is therefore 

contrary to local and national planning policy.

ii) Adverse Impact on Rural Landscape

It should be noted that the objectives of PPW include those seeking to secure high quality

design and a good standard of amenity. TAN 12 identifies that good design is not inevitable. 

It requires a collaborative, creative, inclusive, process of problem solving and innovation –

embracing sustainability, architecture, place making, public realm, landscape, and 

infrastructure. Design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to grasp 
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opportunities to enhance the character, quality and function of an area, should not be 

accepted, as these have detrimental effects on existing communities. 

The landscape character of this is one that is considered to be high and the site acts as the 

green lungs and acts as a green buffer to this minor rural settlement. Further to this the site 

is elevated and as a result is one that is prominent from a wide number of public vantage 

points. The development of 15 houses proposed is substantial and it would comprise a 

dominant, oppressive and imposing form of development when viewing the site from a 

number of localised and long distance view points. 

Localised Views of Site
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The proposal  would introduce sporadic development within this visually detached site from 

the existing built up areas. It would impact upon the open and tranquil qualities of this rural 

landscape. This would be the case in terms of the physical presence of the structures and 

noise, parked cars and other paraphernalia associated with its use. Due to its poor siting and 

prominent location, the development with associate infrastructure would appear as an 

unacceptable  form of development that has no appreciation for the surrounding form of 

development. It would appear as an alien and contrived development in a prominent location 

within this sensitive rural landscape.  

Overall, the development would be prominent from a number of vantage points, including from 

my clients’ properties. As a result of its elevated location, the proposed development would 

appear as an incongruous and intrusive addition to this local rural environment. Its overall size 

and prominent siting would emphasise this intrusion, appearing over dominant in the sensitive 

landscape. The applicant has not submitted a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment to 

demonstrate that there will be no unacceptable impact. It is considered that this is crucial 

evidence that would allow full scrutiny of the landscape harm caused by this proposal. The 

proposed development would inflict significant harm within this rural landscape. Accordingly, 

the proposal is contrary to local and national planning policy. 

iii) Severe harm on highway safety

As touched upon, the nature of the proposed use will be entirely reliant on future occupants 

using their private car and the level of car parking proposed supports this. 

The site is not served by public transport and will encourage the use of the private car, that 

is conflict with the Government’s agenda of reducing trips and travel by private car. The 

number of vehicles using the surrounding highway network is going to increase significantly..

Furthermore the surrounding roads are  narrow with limited opportunities for passing and will 

increase the level of conflict and lead to potentially dangerous manoeuvres on the highway.
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Given the increase in traffic the overall alignment of the highway, it may encourage dangerous 

reversing on to the busy highway to the detriment of the  safety and free flow of traffic. 

The proposed intensification of this part of the local highway network will lead to a greater 

conflict for all road users, thus increasing the risk for accidents and potential harm for all road 

users.  

Overall, the proposed development would have a severe residual impact on highway and 

pedestrian safety. It would encourage greater use of the private car and result in a form of 

development that is not sustainable. Accordingly, the proposal is clearly contrary to local and 

national planning policy. 

iv) Biodiversity and Trees

As part of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, all Local Planning 

Authorities have a duty to have regard to conserving biodiversity as part of its decision making. 

The proposal will result in the loss of a number of high quality specimen of trees that  are 

covered by a Tree Preservation Order. The Tree Report that has been carried out was in 2019 

and appears to be out of date. Nevertheless, the proposal would result in the loss of a 

significant number of trees to facilitate the development.  While some replacement planting is 

proposed the trees that will be lost the trees have a remaining contribution of 40+ years and

will continue to provide a high level of amenity for years to come. The replacement trees will 

take a considerable period of time to reach the level of maturity as those that will be felled to 

make way for the development.  

With regards to ecology, my clients’ are surprised that no evidence of bats were identified as 

it is evident that there are bats roosting within the trees on the site.

Overall, there are legitimate concerns that the proposed development will have an

unacceptable impact on trees and biodiversity at the site. Furthemore, no evidence has been 
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provided of any biodiversity enhancements. The Council is unable to fulfill its duty in respect 

of the above Act.

v) Surface and foul water drainage

Due to the nature of development proposed and the nature of the existing ground conditions, 

my clients’ are also concerned about the disposal of surface water and the increase surface 

water run off and potential increased flood risk to neighbouring properties. The development 

is likely to exacerbate the situation with regards localised flooding.  

There is no mains drainage, so the site will have to be served by a package treatment plant. 

It is considered that having 15 dwellings served via a package treatment plant  is reflective 

of the lack of supporting infrastructure. 

Overall, the proposed drainage arrangements are unacceptable and given that there has been 

localised flooding, it is considered that the proposal could exacerbate that this situation. 

3. SUMMARY

There are compelling reasons why the application should be refused as the proposal

comprises inappropriate development of this greenfield site. In particular the following harm 

will result:

• The proposal is contrary to the spatial strategy of the LDP that seeks to direct new 

development to sustainable locations. The site is located within the open 

countryside where there are strict planning policies to prevent major development 

such as that proposed. The proposal would rely on the use of the private car to 

access facilities, shops, jobs and health care.

• The need for the development at this location has not been demonstrated and why 

more suitable sites within more sustainable locations have been discounted. 



14 | P a g e

• Significant harm to the landscape character of the area and the loss of an important 

green buffer that acts as the green lungs to the village; 

• Severe harm to highway and pedestrian safety as a result of an increase in traffic 

(residents, visitors, servicing and delivery vehicles) on a sensitive part of the 

highway network;

• Unacceptable loss of protected trees and impact on protected species; and 

• Insufficient infrastructure and the proposal due to increased surface water runoff is 

likely to increase third party flood risk. 

Overall, the proposal is contrary to both local and national planning policies and does not

comprise sustainable development.  Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the planning 

application is refused.

Yours faithfully

Lloyd Jones MRTPI 

Director
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APPENDIX A – SUMMARY OF RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES

Planning Policy Wales (11th Edition) 

Planning Policy Wales (11th Edition) is particularly relevant to this application and identifies 

that the planning system should create sustainable places which are attractive, sociable, 

accessible, active, secure, welcoming, healthy and friendly. Development proposals should 

create the conditions to bring people together, making them want to live, work and play in 

areas with a sense of place and well-being, creating prosperity for all.

Technical Advice Notes

Planning Policy Wales is supplemented by a series of topic-based Technical Advice Notes 

(TAN’s) which provide practical guidance relating to various forms of development and the 

role of the planning system in dealing with the determination of planning applications.

TAN 12: Design

TAN 12 provides advice on design considerations and, in relation to the design of new 

development, it states that local planning policies and guidance should aim to ensure that:

• “create places with the needs of people in mind, which are distinctive and 

respect local character;

• promote layouts and design features which encourage community safety and 

accessibility;

• focus on the quality of the places and living environments for pedestrians rather 

than the movement and parking of vehicles;

• avoid inflexible planning standards and encourage layouts which manage 

vehicle speeds through the geometry of the road and building;
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• promote environmental sustainability features, such as energy efficiency, in new 

housing and make clear specific commitments to carbon reductions and/or 

sustainable building standards;

• secures the most efficient use of land including appropriate densities; and

• consider and balance potential conflicts between these criteria.”

Furthermore, the TAN advises that opportunities for innovative design will depend on the 

existing context of development and the degree to which the historic, architectural, social or 

environmental characteristics of an area may demand or inhibit a particular design solution. A 

contextual approach should not necessarily prohibit contemporary design.

TAN 18: Transport

TAN 18 offers national guidance on transportation related planning policies. It advocates:

• the integration of land use planning and transport in order to promote resource 

and travel efficient settlement patterns;

• ensuring that development is located where there is good accessibility by public 

transport, cycling and walking. This minimises the need to travel and promotes 

social inclusion;

• Managing parking provision.

Paragraph 3.2 encourages local authorities to maximise relative accessibility. Accessibility is 

the relative ability to take up services, markets or facilities. Focusing on accessibility is 

important in addressing social exclusion and for maximising choice in services, employment 

and recreational opportunities.
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Development Plan 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:

“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 

be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with 

the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”

Part 2 (Sustainable Development) of the Planning (Wales) Act 2015 says the following:

• This section applies to the exercise by the Welsh Ministers, a local planning authority in 

Wales or any other public body—

(a) of a function under Part 6 of PCPA 2004 in relation to the National 

Development Framework for Wales, a strategic development plan or a 

local development plan; 

(b) of a function under Part 3 of TCPA 1990 in relation to an application 

for planning permission made (or proposed to be made) to the Welsh 

Ministers or to a local planning authority in Wales. 

2. The function must be exercised, as part of carrying out sustainable development in 

accordance with the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 for the 

purpose of ensuring that the development and use of land contribute to improving 

the economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales.

The Development Plan for the area comprises the Vale of Glamorgan Adopted Local 

Development Plan 2011-2026, which was formally adopted by the Council on 28 June 2017, 

and within which the following policies are of relevance: 

Strategic Policies: 

• SP1 – Delivering the Strategy 

• SP4 – Affordable Housing Provision 

• SP10 – Built and Natural Environment 
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Managing Growth Policies:

• MD1 – Location of New Development 

• MD2 – Design of New Development 

• MD6 – Housing Densities

• MD7 – Environmental Protection 

• MD9 – Promoting Biodiversity 

• M10 – Affordable Housing Developments Outside Settlement Boundaries

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)

The following SPG is relevant to this policy:

• Biodiversity and Development (2018) 

• Model Design Guide for Wales 

• Parking Standards (2019) 

• Residential and Householder Development (2018) 

• Sustainable Development - A Developer's Guide
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From: Robinson, Ian
Sent: 13 January 2026 10:37
To: Lankshear, Robert; Danahay, Emma
Cc: Jones, Liam D
Subject: FW: Letter of Objection :  2021/00209/FUL (Land South West of Sigingstone)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Ian Robinson
Head of Sustainable Development / Prif Gynllunydd Ceisiadau
Directorate of Place / Adfywio a Chynllunio
Vale of Glamorgan Council / Cyngor Bro Morgannwg
tel / ffôn: 01446 704777
mob / sym: 
e-mail / e-bost: IRobinson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
Ystyriwch yr amgylchedd. Peidiwch ag argraffu'r neges hon oni bai fod gwir angen.

Visit our Website at www.valeofglamorgan.gov.uk
Ewch i'n gwefan yn www.bromorgannwg.gov.uk

Find us on Facebook / Cewch ddod o hyd i ni ar Facebook
Follow us on Twitter / Dilynwch ni ar Twitter

Correspondence is welcomed in Welsh or English / Croesewir Gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg neu yn Saesneg.

From:
Sent: 12 January 2026 18:49
To:
Cc: Robinson, Ian <IRobinson@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Letter of Objection : 2021/00209/FUL (Land South West of Sigingstone)

Thank you for your email . I have copied in the planning department so that they are aware of your 
concerns.

From:
Sent: 11 January 2026 21:00
To:
Subject: Letter of Objection : 2021/00209/FUL (Land South West of Sigingstone)
Importance: High

Dear Councillor

Re: Application 2021/00209/FUL (Land South West of Sigingstone)

My husband and I write to formally object to the proposed housing development in Sigingstone. This 
objection is made on the grounds of fundamental conflict with Policy MD10 of the adopted Local 
Development Plan, the unsustainable nature of the site, serious evidential and infrastructure uncertainties, 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from earn why this is important

2f
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and the unacceptable harm the proposal would cause to the character, proportional balance, and 
environmental integrity of the hamlet.

Principle of Development and Policy MD10

Policy MD10 permits affordable housing outside defined settlement boundaries only where it has been 
clearly demonstrated that the proposal meets an identified local need which cannot be accommodated 
within existing settlement limits.

The Vale of Glamorgan Place Scrutiny Committee meeting of 18 December 2025, concerning Local Lettings 
Policies, confirms in section 1.2 of its background report that:

“‘Rural Exception Sites’ (RES) are minor rural sites outside of a defined settlement boundary, as defined by 
the adopted Local Development Plan (LDP), but having a distinct physical or visual relationship with the 
settlement. RES are small in scale and provide 100% affordable housing. They would only be permitted 
where the proposal meets an identified need and are prioritised to those with a local connection.”

The committee report asserts that no suitable sites exist within the settlement boundary. However, no 
structured site search, assessment of alternatives, or comparative appraisal has been provided to 
substantiate this claim. The demonstration that no suitable in-settlement sites are available is a 
fundamental requirement of both Policy MD10 and Planning Policy Wales. The absence of this evidence 
represents a serious and material evidential failing. In its absence, the rural exception justification is 
unproven and the principle of development is unsound.

Moreover, the proposal relies primarily on Local Housing Market Assessment data identifying a general 
affordable housing need across the wider area. No evidence has been submitted to demonstrate an 
identified local need arising from Sigingstone itself. Without such evidence, the proposal fails the core 
purpose of a rural exception site. Future occupiers would be unlikely to have a genuine local connection to 
the hamlet, directly undermining the intent and operation of Policy MD10.

For these reasons, the proposal fails to satisfy the essential policy tests for development beyond 
settlement boundaries and should be refused in principle.

Scale, Character and Proportionality

Policy MD10 requires that the scale of any rural exception development is proportionate to the size of the 
settlement. Although the policy refers to schemes of 10 dwellings or fewer, it is explicit that such 
development must also be modest in nature and appropriate to the scale and character of the settlement. 
In this case, the proposal cannot reasonably be described as either modest or proportionate and therefore 
fails to comply with the requirements of Policy MD10.

Sigingstone is a small rural hamlet with a distinct low-density, historic form and strong rural identity. The 
proposal would introduce an urbanising form of development that is wholly out of keeping with the 
established settlement pattern and would materially erode the rural character of the hamlet. The proposed 
architectural approach fails to reflect the local vernacular, scale, or grain of existing development. Given 
the elevated nature of the site, the scheme would be highly prominent and visually intrusive, rather than 
integrating sensitively into its rural setting.

The development would increase the number of dwellings in Sigingstone by approximately 22%, with the 
population likely to rise by around 50%. The proposed density is almost three times the existing average 
density of the hamlet. This level of growth is manifestly disproportionate and would fundamentally alter 
the form, scale, and character of Sigingstone.

By virtue of its scale, siting, density, and design, the proposal does not reflect the established 
characteristics or intentions of rural exception sites. It therefore fundamentally conflicts with Policy MD10 
and should be refused on this basis.

Access to Community Services, Facilities and Sustainable Location
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Policy MD10 requires rural exception sites to have reasonable access to local services and facilities. The 
committee report is misleading in this regard. It refers to the presence of a hotel and a public house; 
however, there is no hotel in Sigingstone. The Victoria Inn is a public house with a small number of bed-
and-breakfast rooms, which does not constitute a hotel or a substantive local service.

The only other community facility is a small village hall seating approximately 20 people. There are no 
shops, schools, healthcare facilities, or other day-to-day services within the hamlet.

There is no public transport provision in Sigingstone. The nearest bus stop is approximately two miles 
away and is only accessible via narrow, unlit rural lanes with no footways. These routes are unsafe and 
unsuitable for pedestrians, particularly children, older residents, and those with mobility impairments.

Future occupiers would therefore be wholly dependent on the private car for almost all daily needs. This is 
in direct conflict with national planning policy objectives, including Planning Policy Wales, which seek to 
reduce reliance on private vehicles and promote sustainable patterns of development, active travel, and 
accessible locations.

While the absence of public transport and pedestrian infrastructure is acknowledged in the committee 
report, it is treated as an unavoidable rural characteristic rather than a determining sustainability 
constraint. This approach materially undermines national and local policy objectives relating to sustainable 
movement.

With the population of the hamlet projected to rise by around 50%, and in the absence of any public 
transport alternatives, traffic levels on the surrounding narrow lanes can reasonably be expected to 
increase by at least a comparable proportion. This would exacerbate congestion on already constrained 
rural roads, materially increase conflict between vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, and equestrians, and lead 
to a deterioration in highway safety and network capacity. Cumulatively, this represents a clear failure to 
deliver sustainable development.

Furthermore, the servicing requirements associated with the proposed private sewage treatment plant 
have not been adequately assessed and would themselves generate additional vehicular movements, 
which should be considered as part of the overall sustainability and highway impact of the proposal (see 
below).

Drainage and Foul Water Infrastructure

Sigingstone is not served by a mains sewerage network. The proposal relies on a private sewage treatment 
plant and drainage mound. There are fundamental and unresolved questions regarding the feasibility, 
acceptability, and long-term sustainability of foul drainage arrangements.

The applicant’s own information indicates limited or negligible vertical permeability in local ground 
conditions. In addition, Natural Resources Wales guidance restricts discharge to dry watercourses. In these 
circumstances, it remains unclear where treated effluent could be lawfully discharged, or whether a viable 
solution exists at all.

Planning Policy Wales requires applicants to demonstrate that adequate water services and drainage 
infrastructure can be provided in an environmentally acceptable manner. TAN 15 and associated guidance 
require robust, site-specific evidence that drainage proposals are feasible, sustainable, and do not create 
environmental, operational, or flood risk. No clear, deliverable foul drainage strategy has been 
demonstrated.

The development would also replace existing permeable land with hard surfaces, increasing surface water 
runoff. Nine properties are located downstream, including the listed Pump House, all of which are 
potentially vulnerable to increased flood risk. Any mitigation works required as a result of this development 
would likely fall to the public purse. This represents an unacceptable transfer of financial and 
environmental risk arising directly from the proposal.

Moreover, the committee report fails to address essential long-term matters, including ownership, 
management responsibilities, maintenance regimes, monitoring and enforcement mechanisms, odour risk, 
and contingency arrangements in the event of system failure. There has also been no proper assessment 
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of tanker access requirements, the likely frequency of tanker movements, the suitability of the narrow rural 
lane network, or the associated risks to other road users. These omissions represent a serious 
infrastructure, environmental, and public safety concern.

The drainage and servicing impacts arise directly from the absence of mains sewerage and should be 
assessed cumulatively. In the absence of a proven, deliverable, and sustainable foul drainage solution, the 
proposal is contrary to national and local planning policy and should be refused.

Flood Risk and Surface Water

Access to the proposed sewage treatment plant lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. The Council’s Drainage 
Section advised that a Flood Consequences Assessment (FCA) should be submitted; however, the 
committee report concludes that such an assessment is unnecessary. This position is of particular concern 
given that properties in the area already experience flooding from surface water runoff.

The absence of a FCA represents a clear evidential gap and is inconsistent with the precautionary approach 
required by TAN 15 and Planning Policy Wales. Without an FCA, there is no sound basis on which to 
conclude that the development would be safe over its lifetime, would not exacerbate existing surface water 
problems, or would allow safe access to critical drainage infrastructure.

TAN 15 recognises that greenfield sites can play an important role in flood attenuation by storing and 
managing water during flood events, and states that such sites should not be developed unless replaced 
with suitable alternative land that demonstrably enhances flood management functions. No such provision 
has been evidenced in this case.

Furthermore, TAN 15 and NRW guidance are clear that new vulnerable development should not be 
permitted on greenfield land within Flood Zone 3. A sewage treatment facility may reasonably be 
considered vulnerable development in this context. Natural Resources Wales will not take Flood 
Consequences Assessments into account in such circumstances, making the siting of this infrastructure 
fundamentally unacceptable in policy terms.

The committee report also acknowledges that Castle Pond, a designated County Treasure, and its spring-
fed hydrological connection to the site have not been adequately addressed. Given the emphasis in 
Planning Policy Wales on protecting hydrological systems and ecosystem resilience, this represents a 
further material omission.

Claims of biodiversity net benefit have been accepted without quantified baseline data or post-
development metrics. No biodiversity calculations or units have been provided. Net benefit is therefore 
asserted rather than demonstrated.

Potential impact on protected species, including dormice, bats and great crested newts, are deferred to 
conditions and future licensing processes. This deferral introduces unacceptable uncertainty regarding 
deliverability, ecological protection, and long-term outcomes, contrary to established case law and national 
policy expectations.

The loss of protected trees G1 and T9 is described as unavoidable, yet there is no clear evidence that 
alternative access arrangements or site layouts were rigorously explored in accordance with the step-wise 
approach to tree retention and landscape protection.

Taken cumulatively, these deficiencies represent a serious failure to demonstrate that the proposal 
safeguards hydrology, flood risk, or ecological integrity, contrary to Planning Policy Wales.

Legal and Delivery Certainty

At the time of consideration, no completed Section 106 agreement is in place. Although the report refers to 
partnership with a registered social landlord, key matters including tenure mix, eligibility criteria, cascade 
mechanisms, nomination rights, and long-term affordability arrangements have not been secured or 
presented to Members.
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Approval would therefore be heavily reliant on future agreements and conditions, materially reducing 
certainty of delivery and undermining confidence that the development would in fact operate as a 
compliant rural exception scheme.

Precedent and Planning Risk

Approval of this application would risk establishing a precedent that significant growth in very small 
settlements can be supported without robust, site-specific evidence and without mains drainage 
infrastructure. This would be inconsistent with previous decisions, including at The Herberts and Pentre 
Meyrick, and would expose the Authority to ongoing planning and appeal risk.

Conclusion

The application raises fundamental and unresolved concerns, including:

• Failure to comply with Policy MD10 due to the absence of an evidenced local housing need
• Failure to comply with Policy MD10 due to the lack of a distinct physical or visual relationship with 
Sigingstone
• An inappropriate scale of development relative to the size and character of the hamlet
• Conflict with Planning Policy Wales and TAN 15 in relation to foul drainage, surface water management 
and flood risk
• The siting of potentially vulnerable infrastructure on greenfield land within Flood Zone 3, which Natural 
Resources Wales will not support
• Significant ecological concerns, including potential impacts on Castle Pond, a designated County Treasure
• Unresolved and inadequately assessed infrastructure constraints
• An over-reliance on planning conditions and future consents (including SAB approval, protected species 
licensing and a CEMP) to address matters that go to the fundamental suitability of the site.

For these reasons, the proposal is inappropriate for this location and conflicts with the requirement to 
protect the distinctive character, environmental integrity and sustainability of Sigingstone.

The officer recommendation relies heavily on planning conditions and future approvals to address matters 
that go to the fundamental suitability of the site.

We respectfully request that Members give careful consideration to whether all criteria of Policy MD10 have 
been fully satisfied before determining this application but with the absence of the criteria being met, we 
respectfully request that this application be refused.

Yours faithfully,

Ruthin Lodge
11 January 2026
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From:
Sent: 13 January 2026 20:40
To: Planning
Subject: PLANNING APPLICATION 2021/00209/FUL
Attachments: PLANNING APPLICATION 2025 UPDATED OBJECTION - JANUARY 2026.docx

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PLANNING APPLICATION NO: 2021/00209/FUL (ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS AND PLANS PROVIDED TO 
COUNCILS ON 2ND JULY 2025)

LOCATION: Land to the South West of Sigingstone

PROPOSAL: Proposed residential development of 10 dwellings and associated infrastructure works

Good evening

Please see the attached objection for your perusal.

I trust that my points will be considered in making any decision.  

I implore you not to pass this application, there are too many outstanding items that have not been 
addressed.

Regards

Cross Farm

You don't often get email from Learn why this is important
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PLANNING APPLICATION NO: 2021/00209/FUL (ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS AND PLANS PROVIDED TO 
COUNCILS ON 2ND JULY 2025)

LOCATION:  Land to the South West of Sigingstone

PROPOSAL:  Proposed residential development of 10 dwellings and associated infrastructure works

Following a review of the additional documents provided by the applicant, I have serious concerns 
with the application proposed and therefore continue to OBJECT to the application for the reasons 
that are detailed.  

FURTHER OBJECTION TO THE ABOVE:

 Cross Farm, Sigingstone, Cowbridge, CF71 7LP

A. I would like to further object and draw your attention to a few more points noted during 
our consultation.

There has been a house in the village for sale for over a year, a two bedroom, affordable 
property, that is still for sale, clearly there is not a need for more houses.  

Following a consultation, MD10 requires demonstrating need “cannot be met within 
settlement boundaries” no site search or alternatives assessment was provided.

B. Castle Pond not assessed:  Castle Pond and its spring-fed hydrological link to the site is not 
addressed in the officer’s report.  This is a material omission that the officer has failed to 
assess.

C. No Section 106 agreement before Committee:  The affordable housing “in perpetuity” relies 
on an assumption – no completed S106 is actually before the Committee.

D. Biodiversity net benefit not quantified:  Officer claims “net gain” but no baseline 
measurement or calculation is provided.

E. Tanker access for sewage plant servicing:  Frequency of tanker visits, impact on narrow 
lanes, conflict with pedestrians – not examined.

F. TPO tree loss – no alternative layouts considered:  Loss of protected trees G1 and T9 
accepted as “unavoidable” however no evidence that alternative access options were 
explored.

G. Reliance on conditions to resolve fundamental issues:  The consultant make the powerful 
point that approval relies heavily on conditions and future approvals (SAB, EPS licences, 
CEMP) to resolve matters that go to the heart of whether the site is suitable at all.



1. To erect any properties in a hamlet of this size would mean a 23% increase, this is not 
sustainable, whilst you have reduced the number of properties to 10 dwellings. The actual 
development is still outside the village boundary, which stops on the road in front of the field.  

The proposed entrance is on a blind bend from both directions, removal of a layby which, is 
frequently used by visitors to the village and the properties along that road, there is limited 
parking in the village, the removal of this layby would be detrimental to the road into the 
village and to those properties.  

We seem to be having all the properties for the whole of the area in one village that is unable 
to sustain such a development.  There are no bus routes, no school, shops or GP surgeries.

The road is a recognised Vale of Glamorgan cycle route, which is used consistently.  When you 
did your traffic monitoring, it was done on the bend not further up the road, by the time the 
traffic from the lane is coming to the point of your survey it is inevitably slowing down.  You 
also state that there have not been any accidents on that road since 2015, that is completely 
untrue; there was an accident in 2019 when a cyclist was injured and received hospital 
treatment for his injuries.

2. There is space on the new developments in the surrounding area for the proposed 10 extra 
properties, there are already flats in Cowbridge, they would be in keeping with the 
development. The new estate in Cowbridge was put on hold before further building I presume 
due to lack of need. There is a new estate in Llantwit Major, and one on the main road to St 
Athan.  The demand for housing in the village is not one which would be of high demand, as 
such we are having the whole of the proposed extra properties for the Llandow and 
surrounding community in one village.  As far as the properties there is no highlighted need, 
there are no people with family in need in the village. There are further developments in all 
the surrounding areas, in Llanharan, Bridgend which are more in keeping with the existing 
developments, they also have infrastructures in place, i.e. schools, trains, bus routes and 
shops.

3. A previous application was turned down.  Permission was rejected by the Vale of Glamorgan 
Planning Committee for this land to be included in a Local Development Plan it was said that 
there was no need for such an LDP. The problems in the previous application have not 
changed now the application includes ‘affordable housing’ or a reduced number of properties, 
the problems remain the same.

There are several areas of new developments in the Vale of Glamorgan, these sites have 
access to services and local infrastructure which this village does not.

4. As there is no mains drainage at all in the village, the culvert cannot cope with any extra 
drainage from your proposed water treatment plant.  The culvert was not made to take water 
to the extent you propose, you cannot drain into the ground as it’s clay and there are natural 
springs.  I live on the corner opposite and at times of heavy rain the water overflows the top 
of the culvert making it a river in front of my property, any extra discharge is going to cause 
flooding, most definitely if not to my property then definitely further down the lane towards 
the pond and there is already excess water constantly on the road. The drain cover is 
constantly blocked by debris off the field; I take responsibility for keeping this clear to protect 
my own and my neighbours’ property.



The field does not drain, this will be a significant problem, the water will not drain and will run 
off into the road causing more flooding and even if you build a water treatment plant it will 
not be enough to take away the amount of water that will be produced.

5. There is no gas to the village, there is either oil or LPG, most of the properties are oil, electricity 
which you propose for the development, the electricity costs have doubled, this does not 
make these properties affordable housing, it may be affordable in terms of cost of 
renting/buying but electricity is now the most expensive form of energy.  The broadband and 
telephone system is struggling to cope with the demand on the service already, some of us 
still waiting for fibre broadband.

There is no capacity for further properties on the already overloaded drainage systems in the 
village.

6. You will be upsetting the eco system of the village and surrounding area, there are many bats 
and birds that rely on these trees and hedgerow to roost and for food in the winter. We have 
a pair of owls that nest every year.  There will be significantly more light pollution, this will 
also affect the wildlife and the village itself.  In 2019 there were sheep grazing the land, yet it 
is said ‘unknown’ in the application if it was used for agricultural land. Further to grazing in 
2019, there are now cows and there have been sheep grazing in the field again so it is being 
used for ‘agricultural land’

I fail to understand how you can cut down three trees under a Tree Preservation Order, no 
doubt damaging roots of others in the process.  You are meant to be preserving trees; it is not 
in the interest of the environment to remove trees unnecessarily.  If an application was made 
to take down a tree with a TPO from a member of the public, the answer from the Vale would 
most definitely be ‘NO’ however, you are considering this in the village, in light of the new 
scheme for planting trees to help with global warming, why are you taking down established 
trees?

7. There is no infrastructure, no bus route, no school, the local schools are oversubscribed; one
would definitely need access to a vehicle to live in this area. I cannot see that there would be 
demand for affordable housing in a village with no amenities. In my experience if you are 
used to living in an area with access to good facilities or, near family then you would be more 
likely to put that area as a first choice where, you can access support from family and not rely 
on vehicles for shops or schools, again we are supposed to be encouraging people to live near 
amenities, i.e schools, shops to encourage not using cars.

There is no local need for properties, no families in the village have a need, I do not feel that 
any young family would want to be in a village with no facilities, other than a small play area 
on the plan, this hardly constitutes ‘amenities’.

8. Planning permission was rejected previously, the fact that planning is now applied for with 
social housing albeit less buildings but not the number of people that would be living on the 
development, this does not change the problems that were faced in the previous application.

There is still the question of  

Identified local need – not met within settlement boundaries

Proportional scale relative to the settlement.



Appropriate tenure, size and design aligned with identified need.

Secure mechanisms to ensure long term affordability.

Reasonable access to local services and facilities.

You have still not addressed these outstanding five areas in your latest update.

9. There are parking issues in the village and with the number of properties this will put added 
pressure on the already oversubscribed parking in the village by visitors.  

10. The plans have changed slightly, making the properties face inward is hardly ‘integrating’ also
these properties are being put on a field that will alter the look of the village, the properties 
are not in keeping and they are able to be seen from most parts of the village.  

I reside in the village directly opposite this site and I would be greatly affected during and after 
construction as would quite a few of my neighbours, the roads are already too small for heavy vehicles 
and the building work would cause severe disruption to the habitat, the residents using cars, the 
cyclists who regularly ride through the village (the development is on a blind bend and would be an 
accident waiting to happen).

The culvert runs directly in front of my property, it is not maintained by the Vale of Glamorgan Council, 
there is grass and weeds now growing in it (I have reported this several times) it has flooded and will 
continue to flood with the amount of surface water that cannot drain adequately into the soil, there 
has been no updated Flood Risk Assessment.  

My reason for objection, is the unsustainable nature of the proposed development, no mains 
drainage, no mains gas, no access to infrastructure, the damage to the eco systems and the 
destruction of wildlife habitat, namely birds, bats, badgers, frogs, toads and a pair of returning nesting 
owls.

There is not enough evidence to support the need for housing, affordable or otherwise in this village, 
reading and studying the amendments they are purely cosmetic and do not address issues, I have seen 
the plans and there are redacted items which I find disconcerting.

 understand were resident in the village previously, as a village we could almost 
guarantee that if they were still residing here, they would not want such a development.

Nothing has changed in terms of the reasons for this development to be rejected, as a Council you 
have a duty of care to protect the residents already residing in the village, wildlife habitats and I cannot 
see that building on such a site is sustainable.

I implore you not to pass this application, you will be destroying the village as a whole and this site 
will cause major problems with flooding, biodiversity, road safety, welfare of resident wildlife, taking 
trees down with TPO’s.  As a Council you need to seriously consider the objections to this, there is not 
a need in Sigingstone for affordable housing, definitely no local need, there is no access to public 
transport, shops, schools.   



Philip & Tina Wright,
Robinswood,
Sigingstone,
Cowbridge,
Vale of Glamorgan.
CF71 7LP

9th January 2026 

Councillor Neil Thomas,
Chair – PlanningCommittee
Vale of Glamorgan.

Ref: - Planning Application 2021/00209/FUL – Land South West of Sigingstone

Dear Neil Thomas,

After a number of years, and what has felt like a cloud hanging over us for that period of 
time, the application to build a number of properties on what is essentially agricultural 
land, outside the settlement boundary of Sigingstone, will be put to the planning committee 
on 15th January for consideration.

We believe the application has been recommended for approval by the Council planning 
officers which we find both bewildering and irrational. We know the exact site/area very 
well, and also having looked at the plans and other documents relating to the proposed 
development over the period since its inception, we would politely request you consider our 
concerns below regarding the development and reject this application.

1. As you may well be aware, there is no mains sewer system in the village of 
Sigingstone. Therefore, every home and including the Victoria Inn, has to rely on 
cesspits for the catchment of greywater and blackwater. The proposed 
development, due to the lack of a sewerage system is going to rely on a package 
treatment plant which essentially ends up being a soakaway (in this case for as 
much as 6,500 litres of treated sewage). According to their own report, that due to
the underlying bedrock being as close as 0.6 mts (only 2ft) below the ground level, 
their own Site Investigation Report states that as there can be no vertical 
permeability. The waste water will obviously therefore have to be carried 
horizontally, and can only flow downhill into the storm drain, which throughout 
large periods of the year is dry. NRW regulations do not allow discharge to dry 
watercourses and therefore this option should not be allowed as part of this 
development surely.

2. Anyone who lives in Sigingstone is acutely aware of the flooding issues caused by 
high ground either side of Llanmihangel Lane which often becomes a small torrent 
during wet periods. Sandbags being a common site outside houses along this lane 
during these wet times. This development would surely exacerbate this situation 
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particularly with the flow from the treatment plant and hard surfaces created. 
However, despite being advised a Flood Consequences Assessment should be 
provided, it was decided by an officer an assessment was not necessary? I would 
respectfully suggest otherwise. 

3. We believe it is quite incredible to even consider building this development in a 
village with such a lack of amenities. Given the drive by both local and national 
governments for less reliance on cars and promoting the use of public transport, 
we believe this application should be refused on this point alone. You may be aware 
Sigingstone has no public transport within 2 miles, Siginstones’ closest shop is at 
Llantwit Major, a 2 mile walk, and every approach to the village is via narrow lanes 
with no pavements. Just looking at the plans you can almost count the vehicles 
required to move these new residents around. The school run (if there are available 
spaces at the nearest schools) will be interesting to say the least. A council officer 
in the report mentions an amenity of a village hall. It is laughable to call it a Hall 
(such grandeur), it is no bigger than a small garage and seats 20 people, which is 
about half of the current population of Sigingstone. There is of course the amenity of 
The Victoria Inn, which any visitor would note the bar is again about the size of a 
small garage with a capacity which could take the other half of the population. This 
is a small, remote village which in our opinion is dependent on residents having 
access to their own transport in order to live a normal life and has been sated as at 
the upper end of what MD10 allows.

4. We believe a local need for affordable housing has to be proven under Policy MD10
which in this case has not been proven in a number of ways, and therefore again we 
believe this application should be rejected for the reasons contained within the 
policy:-

Policy MD10 in Wales primarily refers to the affordable housing provisions within a 
local authority's Local Development Plan (LDP), specifically concerning small-scale
housing developments requiring evidence of local need, appropriate scale, and 
design to meet housing demands unmet within town limits, as seen in the Vale of 
Glamorgan. It ensures rural affordable housing serves the immediate community
and integrates well, balancing development with local needs and environmental 
goals.

MD10 requires demonstrating need “cannot be met within settlement boundaries”, it 
is clear no site search or alternatives assessment was provided, so surely before 
any decision is made, this point must be addressed, as essentially this is about 
providing affordable housing homes with local needs

Policy MD10 also requires a section 106 agreement before committee but in this 
case, this very important document which satates - A Section 106 (S106) agreement 
is a legally binding "planning obligation" between a local planning authority and a 
property owner/developer. These agreements, established under the Town and 



Country Planning Act 1990, are designed to mitigate the impact of new development 
on the local community and infrastructure.

MD10 requires that all five criteria must be met. If any criteria within MD10 fails, then 
the application should be refused. We again respectfully make the point it is obvious 
all the criteria has not been met and therefore the application should indeed be 
refused.

5. The location of the proposed development means it sits on high ground, and greatly 
impacts the visual impact of what is a small rural village. If once approved and goes 
ahead, this will of course have this impact in perpetuity.  We think that is something 
the planning committee should really consider and would alter the character of 
another village within the Vale of Glamorgan which as stated, would be altered/lost 
forever.

Given the difficulties moving forward (relying on conditions and future approvals i.e. 
SAB, EPS licences and CEMP), to resolve matters which determine whether this site 
is suitable at all, and given non-compliance facts this application has within its
application to the Planning Committee we would once again request the Committee 
reject this application.

Yours Sincerely,

Philip and Tina Wright.
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Jones, Liam D

From: Sarah Lewis <
Sent: 14 January 2026 11:11
To: Planning; Thomas, Neil C (Cllr); Aviet, Julie (Cllr); Wilson, Mark R (Cllr); Bruce, Gillian 

(Cllr); Buckley, Ian (Cllr); Cave, Christine A (Cllr); Charles, Janice (Cllr); Cowpe, 
Marianne (Cllr); Drake, Pamela (Cllr); Ernest, Anthony M (Cllr) F.T.S., M.R.S.G.B.; 
Gilligan, Wendy (Cllr); Hodges, Nic P (Cllr); Johnson, Ian (Cllr); Payne, Helen (Cllr); 
Perry, Ian AN (Cllr); Stallard, Carys (Cllr); Williams, Eddie (Cllr)

Subject: Objection to Sigingstone development re. Planning and building meeting 15.01.26 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

concerns are as follows as a close resident of the site:

CONCERNS AND GAPS IN COMMITTEE REPORT
The application proposes residential development on land outside the defined settlement 
boundary of Sigingstone and relies on Policy MD10 of the adopted Local Development 
Plan, which permits affordable housing on rural exception sites only where all criteria are 
fully satisfied. Policy MD10 is not a balancing exercise; failure to comply with any single 
criterion should result in refusal.
The Welsh Government has indicated that it may consider calling in the proposal. These 
factors highlight the importance of careful and robust scrutiny by the Planning 
Committee.
Principle of Development and Policy MD10
The application site lies outside the settlement boundary and is therefore contrary to the 
development plan unless it can be justified as a rural exception site under Policy MD10. 
This policy requires clear and specific evidence that the development is necessary to 
meet an identified local affordable housing need arising from the settlement itself and 
that such need cannot reasonably be met elsewhere.
No housing needs survey specific to Sigingstone has been submitted. Instead, 
the committee report relies on ward-level Local Housing Market Assessment data and 
Homes4U information. While such data may demonstrate a general need for affordable 
housing within the wider area, it does not provide evidence that the need arises 
from Sigingstone or that the proposed occupiers would have a demonstrable local 
connection to the village. This approach risks undermining the purpose of Policy MD10, 
which is intended to respond to genuinely local rural housing need rather than contribute 
to broader strategic housing delivery.
Furthermore, the committee report alleges that there are no suitable sites within the 
settlement boundary but provides no evidence to substantiate this conclusion. There is 
no documented site search, alternatives assessment, or comparative sustainability 
appraisal. This is a core requirement of both Policy MD10 and Planning Policy Wales, 
and its absence represents a significant policy shortcoming.

Scale, Character and Proportionality

You don't often get email from sooslewis@ymail.com. Learn why this is important
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Although Policy MD10 refers to schemes of “10 or fewer dwellings,” this should be 
regarded as an upper threshold rather than an automatic justification. The proposed 
development would result in a substantial change to the scale and character 
of Sigingstone.
In particular:

the proposal would increase the number of dwellings by approximately 20–23%;
the population of the village would increase by over 50%;
the proposed density is nearly three times the existing village average.

Such a level of growth is significant for a small rural settlement and risks fundamentally 
altering its character. The committee report accepts the scale largely on numerical 
grounds, without a sufficiently critical assessment of proportionality, cumulative impact, 
or village form.
Sustainability and Access to Services (MD10 Criterion 5)
Policy MD10 requires rural exception sites to have reasonable access to services and 
facilities. The committee report refers to a village hall, hotel, and public house; however, 
the hotel and public house are the same establishment, and the village hall has very 
limited capacity, reportedly seating approximately 20 people and already constrained for 
existing residents.
Sigingstone has no public transport provision. The nearest bus stop is over two miles 
away, accessible only via narrow, unlit rural lanes without footways. There isno local 
shop, school, health facility, or other daily services, and walking routes are unsafe and 
unsuitable for many users, including children, older residents, and those with mobility 
impairments.
As a result, future occupiers would be wholly dependent on private cars for day-to-day 
needs. This raises concerns regarding transport poverty and conflicts with national policy 
objectives in Planning Policy Wales and Future Wales, which seek to reduce car
dependency and promote sustainable travel. Accepting this level of accessibility risks 
significantly weakening the intent of MD10 Criterion 5.

Drainage and Foul Water Infrastructure
Sigingstone is not served by mains sewerage, and the proposal relies on a private 
package treatment plant and drainage mound. The applicant’s own Site Investigation 
Report indicates limited or no vertical permeability, consistent with local ground 
conditions of heavy silty clay. This raises fundamental questions regarding the feasibility 
of effluent disposal.
Natural Resources Wales regulations restrict discharge to dry watercourses, yet the 
application does not clearly demonstrate how treated effluent would be lawfully 
discharged. Issues relating to long-term maintenance, management responsibility, 
enforcement, odour risk, and failure scenarios are not adequately addressed and cannot 
reasonably be resolved through planning conditions alone.

Flood Risk and Surface Water
Access to the proposed treatment plant lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3. The Council’s 
Drainage Section advised that a Flood Consequences Assessment should be provided; 
however, the committee report concludes that such an assessment is unnecessary. This 
is of particular concern given that existing properties in the area already experience 
flooding from surface water runoff.
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The absence of a Flood Consequences Assessment represents a notable evidential gap 
and is inconsistent with the precautionary approach set out in TAN15 and Planning Policy 
Wales.

Ecology, Biodiversity and Landscape
The committee report does not address Castle Pond, a designated County Treasure, nor 
its spring-fed hydrological connection to the application site, despite this issue being 
raised in representations. Given the emphasis placed by Planning Policy Wales on 
ecosystem resilience, this omission is material.
Claims of biodiversity net benefit are accepted without the submission of quantified 
baseline and post-development metrics. No measurable biodiversity units or calculations 
are provided, meaning that net gain is asserted rather than demonstrated. Impacts on 
protected species, including dormice, bats, and great crested newts, are deferred to 
planning conditions and licensing processes, introducing further uncertainty regarding 
deliverability and long-term outcomes.
The loss of protected trees is accepted as unavoidable, yet there is no clear evidence 
that alternative access arrangements or layouts were fully explored in accordance with 
the step wise approach to tree retention and landscape protection.
Highways and Accessibility
The lack of public transport and safe pedestrian infrastructure is acknowledged in 
the committee report but is treated as an inevitable feature of rural locations. This 
approach risks undermining national policy objectives relating to sustainable movement 
and active travel.
In addition, the servicing requirements of the private sewage treatment plant have not 
been adequately assessed. There is no detailed consideration of tanker access 
frequency, impacts on narrow rural lanes, or potential conflicts with pedestrians and other
road users. These matters are directly related to the absence of mains drainage and 
should be assessed cumulatively.
Legal and Delivery Certainty
At the time of consideration, no completed Section 106 agreement is in place. While the 
report refers to partnership with a registered social landlord, key matters relating to 
tenure, eligibility, cascade mechanisms, and long-term affordability are not before 
Members. Approval would therefore rely heavily on future agreements and conditions, 
reducing certainty of delivery and policy compliance.
Precedent and Planning Risk
Approval of this application would risk establishing a precedent that mains drainage is 
not necessary for rural affordable housing and that significant growth in very small 
settlements can be supported without robust, site-specific evidence. This would be 
inconsistent with previous decisions at The Herberts and Pentre Meyrick.
Conclusion
In summary, the application raises significant concerns in relation to:

compliance with Policy MD10, particularly in respect of local housing need 
and sustainability;

scale, proportionality, and village character;
drainage, foul water disposal, and flood risk;
ecological impact, including effects on Castle Pond;
legal certainty and deliverability.
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The officer recommendation relies heavily on planning conditions and future approvals 
to address matters that go to the fundamental suitability of the site. Local 
residents respectfully request that Members give careful consideration to whether all 
criteria of Policy MD10 have been fully satisfied before determining this application.

2

No alternatives assessment / site search
The consultant notes that MD10 requires demonstrating need "cannot be met within settlement 
boundaries" but no site search or alternatives assessment was provided.

Castle Pond not assessed
He specifically flags that Castle Pond (County Treasure) and its spring-fed hydrological link to the site 
is not addressed in the officer's report
This is a material omission that the officer has failed to assess.

No Section 106 agreement before Committee
The affordable housing "in perpetuity" relies on an assumption - no completed S106 is actually before 
the Committee

Biodiversity net benefit not quantified
Officer claims "net gain" but no baseline measurement or calculation is provided

Tanker access for sewage plant servicing
Frequency of tanker visits, impact on narrow lanes, conflict with pedestrians - not examined

TPO tree loss - no alternative layouts considered
Loss of protected trees G1 and T9 accepted as "unavoidable" but no evidence alternative access 
options were explored

Reliance on conditions to resolve fundamental issues
The consultant makes the powerful point that approval relies heavily on conditions and future 
approvals (SAB, EPS licences, CEMP) to resolve matters that go to the heart of whether the site is 
suitable at all. I am concerned that the site is unsuitable due to its hilly location and the likelihood of 
overflow and contamination via the sewerage soakaway malfunctioning. Pump House in particular 
and the village pond are directly affected at the moment by any overflow.

Sent from my iPhone



MATTERS ARISING FOR COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE DATE : 15 JANUARY 2026

Application No.:2023/00815/FUL Case Officer: Mr Huw Davies

Location: BSW Holdings Ltd., Units 60-62, Dyffryn Business Park, Llantwit Major 
Road, Llandow

Proposal: The proposed erection of 1no. building to provide 3no. commercial units 
with associated parking and other works

From: 
James Scarborough (Planning Agent)

Summary of Comments:

Email to note that condition 8 refers to ‘prior to the occupation of any of the dwellings’ in 
the Committee Report. This needs to be updated as no dwellings are proposed on site. 
The same is also the case for condition 6 which refers to ‘prior to commencement’ which 
needs to be updated noting that development has already commenced.

Officer Response:
Officer forwarded onto management to flag, and conditions corrected to following wording:

Condition 6:

Notwithstanding the submitted details shown in plan titled 'BSW742_B - Public Open 
Space P2)' and prior to the first beneficial use of the development hereby approved, a 
scheme for the provision and maintenance of on site open space to serve site employees 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and shall 
include details of the timing of its provision, furniture, landscaping, and future 
maintenance. The open space shall be provided in accordance with the approved details 
and so retained and maintained at all times thereafter.

Reason:

To ensure the timely provision of the public open space and to ensure compliance with 
Policies MD2 Design of New Development and MD4 Community Infrastructure and 
Planning Obligations of the Local Development Plan.

Condition 8:

A landscape management plan, including management responsibilities and maintenance 
schedules for all landscaped areas as shown in plan titled 'Detailed Soft Landscape 
Proposals (Rev B)' shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

hhuggins
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Authority prior to the first beneficial occupation or use of any of the buildings hereby 
approved on the site. The landscape management plan shall be carried out as approved.

Reason:

To ensure satisfactory maintenance of the landscaped area to ensure compliance with 
Policies SP1 (Delivering the Strategy) and MD2 (Design of New Developments) of the 
Local Development Plan.

Action required: 

Members to note.



From:
Sent: 14 January 2026 11:54
To: Davies, Huw
Cc:
Subject: RE: Planning Ref: 2023/00815/FUL - BSW Holdings Ltd., Units 60-62, Dyffryn 

Business Park, Llantwit Major Road, Llandow

Hi Huw,

I’ve checked the draft list of conditions, and note that condition 8 refers to ‘prior to the occupation of any of the dwellings’ in 
the Committee Report. As such, can this be updated (and if needed) verbally updated to members at Committee tomorrow. The 
same is also the case for condition 6 which refers to ‘prior to commencement’.

Thanks,
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	1. Welsh Government Has Indicated It May Call In This Application 
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	3. A 54% Population Increase Is Not Proportionate 
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