object to Cosmeston housing in the RLDP, site 446 

The RLDPs proposal to "roll it forward" is against its own procedure and against WGovt rules.

The Cosmeston Upper Farm housing development has not been finalised. The outline application as approved in March 2024 is still not final. Even if that had been signed, the details are not. The RLDP still includes it as a 'landbank' site to be rolled forward.

For LDP sites to be carried forward to comply with WGovt Development Plans Manual rules, The RLDP site assessment process says a Stage 3: Site Specific Viability Assessment is needed, in order to ensure that sites which progress to allocation within the RLDP can satisfy new policy requirements and remain viable and deliverable.

The draft RLDP wording for rolling forward Coismeston  fails to do this compliance check on the excuse - is considered suitable to be ‘rolled forward’ as an RLDP housing allocation as it is considered to be deliverable and accords with the Strategy. This does not meet its own process nor the DPM. 

We insist on the Stage 3: Site Specific Viability Assessment which has to address issues passed over in 2024 including: 

o the site area is undefined as NRW sought roll-back from the coast which was undecided

o it’s a flooding site and no flood-free access was agreed 

o no way to meet the requirement for biodiversity enhancement on site was identified 

o the part of the site allocated for community use was undefined and there was no viability plan for this including the listed Farmhouse).

The Lead RLDP officer replied that “matters of (housing) density, biodiversity and (chemical) contamination have all been considered as part of the officer’s report” in 2024. We know that’s wrong’

The NRW-supported coastal margin of 20-metres as not mentioned, so left open, and implications of less area for housing left unexplored.

The officer report made no mention of the flood risk, accepting the use of the NRW flood-map.  Yet the 23 Dec.2020 flood showed the map to be wrong.  He omitted any mention of the Vale’s statutory Section 19 report on that flooding and its recommendations.  He did not say that was determined to be from a moderate rainstorm (1:20) though the Vale has to plan for more severe storms (up to 1:100).

The applicant talked of balancing clearance of the trees and hedgerows with new planting, claiming to offset the detriment, yet that destroys the habit and eliminates its wildlife. The officer report said nothing of the PPW requirement to secure biodiversity enhancement well above existing levels on the site and proportionate to the scale and nature of the development – which would require setting aside a significant fraction of the site fir “biodiversity”. 

The applicant assessed the chemical contamination and remediating  it.  He was supposed to develop a hydrological model to assess if the possible consequences to health of future residents and to surface waters (Sully Brook) are acceptable.  He left both sampling of the waste and the hydrological moelling incomplete.  The officer brushed over the non-compliance with the advice of SRS based on contaminated land law. 

The listing of the Upper Cosmeston Farmhouse has prevented demolition with use of that part of the site for housing.  Instead the applicant proposes “community facilities” presumable linked to Cosmeston medieval village.  Yet they presented no viable plan and one that needs significant funding and inclusion in the RLDP.
We also learned the 2024 Committee decision was biased to getting approval, for the Vale was bidding to take on the site and build itself. They had put in a bid to the WGovt in the preceding January, but kept it secret till |June. They did not disclose this direct interest to the Committee. Nor did senior Cllrs in-the-know disclose the interest, as required under the Constitution (apparently Mark Wilson in the Cabinet as well as Planning knew). This adds importance to the Stage 3: Site Specific Viability Assessment requirement.
We object specifically that the plan has no “secondary access” which can be used at least in emergencies. For a development of over 100 homes, both emergency services and police object to a single access. Even with 2 accesses onto Lavernock Rd, flooding would block both, so it's not 'resilient' as WGovt requires. The RLDP specifies the new site at Rhoose (Readers Way) needs two accesses for “safety”. 
The outline planning consent decided on access while leaving other matters dependent on future detail plans.  It did not include an emergency access that can be used in the event of flooding on Lavernock Rd.  Without it the Cosmeston Upper Farm development does not meet the DMM’s Deliverability of key sites and de-risking the plan are core. It is not “deliverable” as the WGovt requires for rolling forward.

Annex summarizing DMM requirement

Development Plans Manual (Edition 3, March 2020), 
key guidelines and checklist on Candidate Sites
The Manual is Welsh Government’s authoritative guide on how LDPs must be prepared, assessed, and delivered. Its guidance is practical, procedural, and strongly aligned with Planning Policy Wales (PPW) and the Well-being of Future Generations Act.

🧭 Overarching Principles

· LDPs must deliver sustainable development and embed placemaking as defined in PPW.

· Plans must be effective, deliverable, evidence-based, and capable of producing real-world outcomes.

· The Manual is guidance grounded in law and policy which LDPs must comply with, including: Well-being of Future Generations Act 2015 and LDP Regulations 2005 (as amended).

· Plans must be in general conformity with Future Wales: the National Development Framework 

Core Requirements in LDP Preparation 

Include Sustainability Appraisal (SA), be based on early and meaningful community involvement; be resilient to climate change; be deliverable and viable; be flexible and up-to-date.  Site-specific allocations to have delivery/viability evidence.
Candidate Sites – strongest areas of emphasis.
The Manual requires 

· Frontloading: detailed evidence at the candidate site stage

· Site promoters must demonstrate:

· Sustainability

· Deliverability

· Financial viability

· LPAs should publish:

· A constraints map

· Assessment methodology

· Clear submission requirements

Plans must integrate  Sustainability and Habitats Regs assessments and Well-being goals from the outset, to shape the plan from the beginning.

Deliverability of key sites and de-risking the plan are core.
