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Vale of Glamorgan Replacement Local Development Plan 2021-2036
DEPOSIT PLAN CONSULTATION (’f Q‘[
Public Consultation Representation Form K SZ

The Council is seeking your views on the Replacement Local Development Plan (RLDP) Deposit Plan.
The Deposit Plan is the next formal stage in the development plan preparation process and expands on
the Preferred Strategy which the Council consulted on in December 2023 — February 2024.

The Deposit Plan is the full draft version of the RLDP, detailing the overall strategy, development
policies, land designations (e.g. conservation) and specific land allocations for development (including
new housing and employment sites) over the 15-year period 2021-2036.

The public consultation will run for 6 weeks between Wednesday 28" January 2026 and Wednesday 11%
March 2026. Representations received after this time will not be considered.

Full details of the consultation are available on the Council’'s website at: www.valeofglamorgan.gov.uk/ldp
or by scanning the QR code above.

The Council encourages representations on the Deposit Plan to be made via our online consultation
portal available at https://valeofglamorgan.oc2.uk/ however representations submitted using this form
will also be accepted.

Representations are welcomed in both Welsh and English and this representation form is available in other
formats on request e.g. Welsh, large print.

1: Contact Details

Your / Your Client’s Details Agent’s Details (if relevant) *

Title M@ Title

N WMATHEW JACKsoN- Hookikiame

Organisation Organisation
(if applicable)

(If applicable)

Address Address

Postcode

Email

Telephone No. Telephone No.

Communication Email Communication Email [
st Letter (A | Peseton. Leter []
Language English Language English [
lgting Welsh fbpiong Welsh ]

*If you are acting as an Agent, please also provide details of person/organisation you are representing (Note: you will need to supply
a separate form for each person/organisation you are representing.




comments. Following the consultation, the Council will consider the responses and
consultation, which will form part of the evidence for the Replacement Local

presentation Forms and any supporting information should be returned to the LDP Team:

, |d9@valeofqlamorqan.qov.uk

_By completing the electronic form at https://valeofglamorgan.oc2.uk/
T — Planning Policy Team, Vale of Glamorgan Council, Civic Offices, Holton Rd, Barry, CF63

eauire any further information or have any questions, please contact the LDP Team on 01446
81 or e mail Idp@valeofglamorgan.gov.uk

Bmissions are welcome in either Welsh or English and this representation form is available in other
mats on request e.g. Welsh, large print.

5w we will use your information

Bh 25th May 2018 the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) came into force, placing new
strictions on how organisations can hold and use your personal data and defining your rights with
Ifegard to that data. Any personal information disclosed to us will be processed in accordance with our
| Privacy Notice. A paper copy of the Council’s Privacy Notice can be provided upon request or can be
Niewed at: https://www.valeofglamorgan.qov.uk/en/our council/Website-Privacy-Notice.aspx

Data Protection Notice — Please note that all comments received cannot be treated as confidential and
once duly reported and considered, will be available for public inspection. We will also hold your contact
details on our Replacement LDP Consultation Database for the duration of the RLDP preparation process
which will keep you informed of future updates. If you would like to be removed from the database at any
time and no longer wish to receive correspondence from the Council on the RLDP, then this can be
requested in writing. However, any information provided will be stored safely and retained in accordance
with Vale of Glamorgan Council’s data retention policy unless it needs to be retained under another lawful

basis.

REPRESENTATION FORMS SHOULD BE RETURNED BY NO LATER THAN
23:55 ON WEDNESDAY 11" MARCH 2026

REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED AFTER THIS TIME WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED

Signed: Date: M /6 3 [26




introduction: A Heritage Under Threat

My name is Matthew Jackson-Hookins GGG

Vilile wiis

with a profound sense of responsibility for the future of the village where || NN o
growing up. We chose to raise our family here because of the surrounding countryside, the
quiet village feeling, and the local community vibe that makes this place special.

To a developer, Site SP4.2 is a "blank canvas" on a map; to those of us who have lived
alongside and observed this land through every season, it is a complex and temperamental
environment that cannot be built upon without severe, irreversible consequences.

) One who Tuly undacrsiands uig paysical ica and unigue [ocpograpy O Uiis Shic Lol

conclude that this is a sustainable or safe proposal. This development represents a breaking
point—one that threatens to destroy the delicate balance that makes Dinas Powys a home

rather than just another urban extension.

Because this plan is fundamentally flawed, I have compiled a comprehensive technical

Site SP4.2 why it must be removed from the RLDP.

1. Highways & Public Health: A Documented Failure of Air Quality

Qutline of Issues
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“topographical trap.” Situated on a valley floor, the village is enclosed by surrounding
ridges that prevent the effective dispersal of vehicle emissions—a phenomenon exacerbated
by the frequent temperature inversions common to the area.

Empirical data for Cardiff Road confirms a current state of crisis: this corridor already

e ’ ;.,;;.;i;;“...;‘.;.. slaton tal exceeds Liree separaic Word Healln
Organization (WHO) safety limits. Consequently, this location is currently ranked in the 44th
national percentile for poor air quality. Introducing a high-volume junction and an estimated
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planning oversight; it represents a direct and documented threat to the respiratory health of
residents and children commuting to school.

The Policy Contradiction

The current proposal stands in direct opposition to several statutory frameworks:

Hnvirgnment (AIr Qualily and SOULASIIPCS

J \
a “preventative approach” to emissions and requires public bodies to proactively
reduce exposure to harmful pollutants.
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planning system to maximize its contribution to health and well-being while
minimizing environmental risks.

e FUTATE YWaies Zu4u (rondy 1). 10iS polly manaatcs uidt ait stategliv ZIOWUI Inust
support “Health and Wellbeing™ however, this specific allocation actively degrades
both.




The Failure of Assessment

The Council has fundamentally failed to account for the “topographical trap” effect of the
valley. By proposing 250 households on a corridor that already exceeds WHO safety limits,
the Council is in direct violation of the “Healthier Wales” goal established by the Well-being
of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. While the Council’s own Local Air Quality
Management (LAQM) reports acknowledge the sensitivity of the A4053, this allocation
ignores that data. Furthermore, the Council’s traffic models rely on broad avérages that
overlook the reality of localized, stationary idling at the proposed new junction. This idling
will concentrate $NO_2$ and particulate matter in a zone already identified as high-pollution.
To ignore site-specific pollution data in favor of generalized models constitutes a significant
procedural error.

Note on Topography: The provided topographical map above offers empirical proof of the
site’s physical unsuitability. By illustrating the dramatic elevation drop from the 100m+
surrounding ridges to the 12m valley floor, the data confirms that Dinas Powys is a natural
"topographical trap.” Aithough the proposed housing sits on higher ground, the
environmental impact is displaced: every vehicle generated by this development must
descend into the basin, leading to concentrated idling at a new junction. These additional
pollutants will not disperse; instead, they will “pool” at the lowest point where children walk
to school, exacerbating a crisis in a zone that already fails three WHO safety limits.

Furthermore, this development will inevitably introduce a significant volume of new vehicles
into an already saturated network. This influx will directly worsen existing congestion and
pollution, pushing the village’s fragile infrastructure beyond its documented breaking point.

Demand for Transparency




Emergency Service Access & Public Safety Risk: Internal Highways assessments
and national emergency response benchmarks indicate that when a network reaches
the "saturation pomt" cited in the WelTAG study, "Blue Light” vehlc]es (Pohce Fire,
and Ambulance) lose the physical "filter space’ A\.-Lll.xxx\..u WO Uypass daliil, wals
directly endangers Dinas Powys residents by increasing response times beyond safe
statutory limits. The Council has been warned that a saturated road network is a
"severely compromised” environment for emergency responders.

To propose further deve]opment in the face of such overwhelmmg ev1dence is to lgnore over
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simultaneously admit the network is at a "saturation point" and argue that it has the capacity
for significant residential growth.

A Demand for Transparency

In light of the data utilized from the official gov.uk Road Traffic portal and the Council’s
own conflicting reports, we demand full transparency regarding the following:

1. Publication of Raw Traffic Data: The Council must release the full, unedited
Highways monitoring datasets used to justify the "capacity” for new developments.

2. Emergency Impact Assessment: Immediate release of any correspondence regarding
the projected impact of "Saturation Point" congestion on life-saving response times.

3. Conflict Resolution: An explanation of the logical contradiction between the Arcadis
"Doomsday" warning and the current push for residential growth.

3. Child and Elderly Safety: The Vulnerable at Greatest Risk
Outline of Issues

Scientific research and public health data consistently confirm that children and the elderly
are the most susceptible to the adverse effects of poor air quality and traffic-related
po[Iutants Children possess higher resplratoxy rates and developmg lungs meanmg they
NG, aic }Junuu.(uu.u pei pound U oUly n"uaE,;u ulan aGuiis. ullauu.ul)l, wic Sy Gien
suffer from underlying cardiovascular or respiratory conditions that are acutely exacerbated
by the levels of Nitrogen Dioxide ($NO_2$) and Particulate Matter ($PM_{2.5}$) already
documented on Cardiff Road.




By placing 250 additional homes and a major new junction within a "'topographical trap"
that already exceeds WHO safety limits, the Council is knowingly increasing the health risks
for its most vulnerable residents. Furthermore, the sheer increase in traffic volume poses a
physical safety risk to children commuting to local schools. The Council has failed to provide
a viable "Safe Route to School” plan that does not force children to walk alongside a
congested, high-pollution arterial road.

The Policy Contradiction
The current proposal fails to align with key protective frameworks:

e "A Healthier Wales" (Well-being of Future Generations Act): This legally
obligates the Council to act in a way that protects the long-term physical and mental
health of children.

« United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC): These rights are
incorporated into the Welsh policy framework, requiring a ""best interests”
assessment for any development that impacts children’s health and safety.

The Failure of Due Diligence

The Council has disregarded the specific vulnerabilities of the pediatric and geriatric
populations in Dinas Powys. There is no evidence within the LDP Integrated Sustainability
Appraisal (ISA) that the Council has conducted a specific Pedestrian Safety and
Respiratory Risk Audit for children who will be forced to navigate this high-pollution
junction daily. This omission renders the site allocation unsound, as it fails to protect the most
vulnerable members of the community and contradicts the Council’s own Strategic Wellbeing
Objectives.

Demand for Transparency
We demand the immediate initiation and public disclosure of the following:

o A Child Health Impact Assessment (CHIA): To specifically quantify the long-term
respiratory impact on children living near and commuting past the affected corridor.




» A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit: Focused specifically on pedestrian crossing safety and
"Safe Routes to School" for children and the elderly at the proposed new junction.

¢ Vulnerability Mapping: Data showing how the concentration of pollutants in this
"topographical trap" correlates with the locations of local schools, nurseries, and
elderly care facilities.

T

4. Hydro-Geological Reality: The "Basin' and 2025 Infrastructure Evidence

Outline of issues

Dinas Powys is situated within a natural geological ""basin," where surrounding limestone
ridges shed surface water directly toward the Eastbrook and Cadoxton Brook systems. The
land to the north acts as a critical "soakaway" sponge; its high water table is documented in
historical drainage records and is well-known to multi-generational residents. The village’s
specific topography dictates that every square meter of greenfield land developed uphill
results in the immediate displacement of water into the foundations of the lower village.

Evidence of natural basin and critical “soakaway sponge”
The Topographical Contradiction

Proposed site SP4.2 sits on a critical uphill slope. Replacing this natural soakaway with
impermeable concrete surfaces will inevitably displace floodwater into the vulnerable
Eastbrook basin below. Furthermore, the steep terrain across proposed access points creates 2
physical barrier for the elderly and disabled. This gradient renders the site non-compliant
with the Equality Act 2010 and Active Travel guidance, as "sustainable" travel links are
physically inaccessible to those with mobility impairments.




Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Maps
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Evidence of flood risk potential of lower land to Proposed site SP4.2
The St Davids Avenue Incident (October 12, 2025)

The St Davids Avenue incident on October 12, 2025, serves as more than just a localized
repair issue; it is a damning contradiction of the Council's claim that the land is suitable for
high-density development.

While the Council’s planning assessments suggest the ground conditions can support the
weight and drainage requirements of 250 homes, Welsh Water’s official attribution of the
burst to ""ground movements and changing soil conditions" provides immediate, real-
world evidence to the contrary.

« The Contradiction: The Council cannot logically argue that the land is stable enough
for a major housing allocation while their primary utility provider is simultaneously
blaming the "extreme sensitivity" of that same soil for catastrophic infrastructure
failure.

« The Impact of Development: By replacing a natural, absorbent greenfield slope with
thousands of tonnes of concrete and brick, the Council will inevitably accelerate these
"ground movements." The additional weight and the alteration of natural water
pathways will further destabilize the fragile Dinas Powys basin.

o The "Waterfall" Precedent: If a single pipe failure can create a "torrent of water"
lasting 10 hours and damaging multiple properties, the introduction of a new, high-
pressure junction and a 250-home sewage/water load into this "saturated" network is
an act of extreme negligence.

This incident has inadvertently provided the very evidence needed to prove that further
development in this specific location will lead to systemic infrastructure collapse and
irreversible damage to existing homes. It serves as a stress-test that proved the existing
network has zero residual capacity for further connection.







The Policy Contradiction

The Council’s proposal stands in violation of several critical mandates:

o "A Resilient Wales" (Well-being of Future Generations Act): Legally requires
public bodies to maintain and enhance infrastructure stability.

« Planning Policy Wales (PPW) Section 6.6 and TAN 15: These enforce a
preventative approach to flood risk, requiring developers to provide evidence that new
builds will not increase risk elsewhere.

The Failure of Infrastructure Assessment

The Council’s assessment of infrastructure capacity is demonstrably flawed. Local
representatives, including Clir Malcolm Phillips, have officially recorded concerns
regarding the "failing infrastructure" of the village. To construct 250 homes on the village’s
primary natural soakaway, while connecting them to a proven-failing pipe network,
constitutes planning negligence. This contradicts the Vale of Glamorgan Shoreline
Management Plan and the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. Such development will
inevitably displace groundwater into existing foundations, leading to subsidence and
structural damage.

Demand for Transparency

Following the 2025 infrastructure failure, we demand the immediate production and public
reiease of’

« A Cumulative Hydro-Geological Impact Assessment: This must detail how the loss
of the uphill soakaway will impact the water table of the Eastbrook basin.




A Water Network Stress Test Report: Professional verification that the CRIsUNE
Victorian-era pipe network can handle additional load without risking further
catastrophic bursts.

structural integrity of exjisting Jlower-’viliage homes.

5.The "Brownfield First" Failure: Neglecting Viable Alternatives

()utlme of Issues Dinas Powys 1s bemg targeted for aggresswe greenﬁeld expansmn despxte
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allocation. The Land North of Dinas Powys is a high-value greenfield site providing essential
ecosystem services and carbon Sequestration However the Councﬂ has bypassed significant,
underutilized brownfield Uppul tunities within the uau_)/ aica uat aic uu..iuuuau.luu;j ioic
suitable for high-density housing. Crucially, the Council has also ignored the strategic
necessity of the Dinas Powys Bypass, which should have been a non-negotiable prerequisite
for any further regional growth.

The Policy Contradiction:

Dlammime Paltry Walas PEPWY 19 (Seatinn 2 £1) Bynlicitlv states: “Previoush
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developed (brownfield) land should, wherever possible, be used in preference to
greenfield sites.”

o Future Wales 2040: Prioritizes "Urban Growth Zones" specifically to prevent the
loss of productive agricultural and ecological land.

The Faitare: The Council has systematically ignored more sustainabie browniicld siies—
such as redundant industrial land in Barry Docks—which are situated closer to existing
employment hubs. By allocatmg Site SP4.2, the Council has effectwely neutralized the "cost-
lelt-lll. alSulllClll I.llaL IJ.DUCI-II._Y 1avu1.) 5!\—u6llllclo Ll\.a V’CIU}JIH\'HL i Lllbllll\)lfv Lll\, C(\\.«IUDIUH Ul
the bypass from the infrastructure plan, while continuing to funnel housing traffic onto the
A4055, constitutes a violation of the National Development Framework's strategy for
regional transport and regeneration.

Demand for Transparency: We demand a formal Brownfield Sequential Test Audit and an
updated Dinas Powys Bypass Feasibility Study.

The "Mole" Density Vacuum and Sequential Failure

The most egreglous example of the Counml s fallure to app!y a "Brownfleld First" strategy is

i€ allocation of "The luuu. \uau] \"v‘uu.luuul.} IRt 10- u\.'u., LICT 4 UIUVVrllll\alu P nsula

has been earmarked for a mere 65 units—a startlingly low density for a prime urban hub.
Under Future Wales 2040 and PPW 12, such sites are mandated for high-density development
to maximize land use and protect the environment.

Standard urban planning for a waterfront hub should target densities of 5080 dwellings per
hectare {(dph). If the Council optimized The Mole to match these modern urban standards, the
resulting yield would accommodate the 250 units currently proposed for Site SP4.2. Such a
strategic shift would render the destruction of the Dinas Powys Green Wedge entirely
unnecessary. Furthermore, the recent acceptance of the Marina development at The Mole
confirms the site’s commercial and technical viability. By choosing to sacrifice 25 acres of




high-value gicen space al 5r'4.2 insicad of oplimizing a viabic 1U-acie biownlieid siie, e
Council has fundamentally failed the "Sequential Approach" required by national policy. This
is a clear case of developer convenience—the "tail wagging the dog"—prioritizing easy
greentield "plug-and-play" sites over the responsible remediation and densification of urban
land.

The Mole

The Barry Docks & Argae Lane Precedent: A Strategy of Inconsistency

The Council’s decision in May 2025 to withdraw the Argae Lane/Barry Docks Link Road
site—citing "deliverability and infrastructure concerns"—sets a legal precedent that must be
applied to Site SP4.2. Critically, the constraints in Dinas Powys are significantly worse than
those that led to the Barry withdrawal:

Infrastructure Sensitivity: Unlike the Barry Link Road, which was designed for
high-volume bypass traffic, Dinas Powys relies on a single arterial corridor (A4055)
and a network of narrow residential lanes. While Barry residents have multiple arterial
routes to "bypass" congestion, Dinas Powys residents are geographically landlocked.
Adding 250 homes here ensures that existing residents become trapped under a
permanent blanket of traffic with no alternative escape routes.

The "Sustainable" Fallacy: The Council justified the Argae Lane withdrawal
because pedestrian and cycle links required excessive upgrading. In Dinas Powys,
these links are even more deficient; as documented, the "sustainable" travel route to
Eastbrook Station is physically impassable for the disabled and elderly. If Barry's
links were deemed "undeliverable.” then the Dinas Powys links—which face greater
topographical and legal barriers—are effectively non-existent.

Discriminatory Planning Standards: It is procedurally unsound to scrap a site in
Barry due to highway constraints while forcing an allocation in Dinas Powys that
suffers from the same issues on a more severe scale. Barry’s infrastructure was built




for town-scale growth; Dinas Powys is a village being asked to perform as an urban
extension without the requisite physical capacity.

is failing its duty of consistency. They are prioritizing developer convenience over the
documented reality that Dinas Powys has reached its absolute physical limit.

By proceeding with SP4.2 while withdrawing the Barry site for identical reasons, the Council

The "Ghost" Industrial Land (Wimbourne Road)

As evidenced by the June 2024 Site Condition Repoit, sites like W imbourne Road remain
underutilized, serving only as low-value industrial storage that creates significant amenity
issues (noise and dust) for existing Barry residents. By refusing to proactively re-designate
this land for Residential Use (Class C3), the Council is manufacturing an ar tificial 'need' io
destroy the Dinas Powys Green Wedge, while simultaneously abdicating its responsibility
to Barry residents to remediate and improve existing blighted scrubland.

This represents a {aiiure of the "Sequential Approach” mandated by PPW 12, While
converting industrial berths into residential hubs requires proactive remediation and master-
planning, it is the only sustainable, regenerative path forward. Instead, the Council has opted
for the "path of least resistance," saciificing high-value greendicld land at Sie S5P4.2 sitaply
because it is cheaper and easier for developers. The Council must recognize that the "need"
for greenfield expansion only exists because they have failed to unlock the residential
potential of the brownfield land already at their disposal.

Wimbourne Road




Methodological Error: The Urban Capacity Study

The Council’s 2025 Urban \.»uucu.;u.j/ uu.n.-y i5 Auu\.\auk\..lltally flawed because it is er "”‘.W'.ﬂ’
passive. It relies almost exclusively on sites handed to them by landowners during the "Call
for Sites" process. By fallmg to use Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers or proactive
land assemoly (o unlock "staiied” DIOWIIEL SIlEs in Laity, (e Louiicii 18 aCiWig a5 a passive

observer rather than a "Master Developer." They are allowing landowners to dictate the
geography of housing growth instead of protecting our village as the law intended.

Deimand for Transparency: we formally demand a Seauential Test Vermicahon Repoit

that justifies the Council’s decision to prioritize "plug-and-play" greenfield development at
Site SP4.2 over high-density, restorative opportunities at The Mole (Barry) and Wimbourne
Road. To ensure procedural soundness, the Council must provide:

« A Transparent Density Comparison: A side-by-side analysis of "Dwellings Per
Hectare" (dph) across all proposed and bypassed sites.

. Justlflcatmn for Under-utilization: An explanatlon as to why low- den51ty hous:ng 1S
0\41115 }JU-I Jllill\uu 1y l)l llll\.v Ul Uﬂil Lla—ll{)l}UlL uuuo \lll\\- l. ll\.a l\ﬁul\,; VV‘llll\a ﬂ. IJ.UI-IDII15
crisis” is simultaneously cited to justify the destruction of the Dinas Powys Green
Wedge.

« Evidence of Policy Compliance: Proof that the "Sequential Approach" mandated by
PPW 12 has been exhausted before greenfield allocation was considered.

« Accountability for ""Stalled" Sites: A report on why proactive land assembly or CPO
powers have not been utilized to unlock Tier 1 brownfield land in Barry.

< Finally, a formal report explaining wiiy proactive land assembly or CPU powers have
not been utilized to unlock Tier 1 brownfield land in Barry before considering the
permanent destruction of Site SP4.2.

favor developer c« renience ov 7

alternatives, the LDP remains procedurally unsound and logically inconsistent.

6. Technical Deliverability: The "Active Travel" Faliacy

Outline of Issues: The Ilusion of Connectivity: The Council’s justification for Site SP4.2’s
sustainability is predicated upon an aspirational "modal shirl”" (owaid walKiing and cycling.
However, the proposed infrastructure is physically unworkable and strategically flawed. The
site is eﬂ“ectlvely landlocked by third- -party prrvatc property and substandard access points.
As evidenced uj UIC Sa if.ap \lulasl. n) and the ¥ iySivas I\LuulJ \11[1“5\. u;, WiC proposca
links through George’s Row, Powys Close, and the associated "gullies" are fundamentally
unfit for purpose.

o Council Adunission of Vallure (Juie 2024 Repoiiy: in the Council’s own June 2024
Barry to Dinas Powys Active Travel Consultation Report (Officer Response 16), the
Council explicitly addressed the feasibility of the very corridor intended to serve Site
SP4.2. In a formal admission of the site's constraints, the report states:

"This option was considered during the development of this scheme but was
discounted due to the loss of vegetation, impact on flooding and gradient issues."
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This admission creates an irreconcilable conflict for the current proposal. If the Council has
officially documented that this specific terrain is too ecologically sensitive to sustain a 3-
meter-wide cycle path without causing "loss of vegetation" and "impact on flooding," it is a
technical impossibility to suggest the same land can sustain the far more invasive footprint of
a 250-home housing estate. A housing development requires massive soil displacement,
heavy-duty engineered roads, and expansive impermeable surfaces. If the environmental
"carrying capacity” of the land cannot even support a single active travel link, it certainly
cannot support a major urban extension without causing the very flooding and ecological
destruction the Council’s own report warned against.

Expert Rejection of "Sustainable" Links: This is further supported by Vale Veloways (the
leading local cycling advocacy group), who branded the proposed routes in this corridor as
"'not suitable for commuting' and "hestile" to users. Given that the Council’s own expert
stakeholders have already rejected these links as unworkable due to the physical geography,
the Council cannot now claim that Site SP4.2 complies with the National Sustainable

Transport Hierarchy (PPW 12). Their sustainability claims are undermined by their own
previous evidence.

Infrastructure Deficit: George’s Row & Powys Close: Both George’s Row and Powys
Close are Unclassified, No-Through Roads (Cul-de-sacs) engineered solely for low-volume
residential access.

e The Width Deficit: Under the Active Travel (Wales) Design Guidance, a shared-use
path requires a minimum width of 3 meters. As seen in Image B, there is no physical

ability to achieve this width without removing existing boundary walls or encroaching
on private residential land.

» Dangerous User Conflicts: Because these conduits cannot be widened, cyclists and
pedestrians (including children and the elderly) will be forced into a cramped, shared
space. On this steep site, downhill cyclists gaining momentum in narrow
"bottlenecks” create a significant collision risk to vulnerable walkers.




Image B

Safety, Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB), and the "Blind Corridor": From a strategic design
standpoint, these links fail the ""Safe and Accessible" mandate of Planning Policy Wales
(PPW) 12:

« Lack of Passive Surveillance: As shown in Image B, these routes are flanked by
high boundaries with zero "overlooking" from active rooms. They create "dead zones"
that act as focal points for ASB.

« Documented Fear of Crime: The Council’s June 2024 Consultation featured clear
resident feedback warning that these "hidden" paths are already avoided after dark. By
ignoring this, the Council is knowingly "designing in" vulnerability.

Topographical Contradiction (Equality Act 2010): The developer’s mapping ignores the
extreme verticality of the surrounding landscape.

o The 5% Gradient Threshold: National Design Guidance states routes should ideally
be no steeper than 5%. The steepness of Powys Drive, George’s Row, and Powys
Close significantly exceeds this.

» Procedural Inconsistency: The Council acknowledged these "gradient issues" as a
reason for discounting nearby routes in June 2024; to ignore them here is a major
procedural failure that effectively "designs out” the elderly and disabled, violating the
Public Sector Equality Duty.

The "Active Travel” Fallacy (Greenwashing): The claim to prioritize pedestrians is a form
of "Greenwashing.” While the developer proposes a direct, engineered road link to Cardiff
Road for vehicles, they expect pedestrians to navigate narrow, intimidating, and steep
conduits (Image B). This creates a "Quality Gap" that will inevitably force residents into their
cars. One does not build a major arterial road link for a community that is supposedly
"walking to the train station."

Strategic Impact: The use of George’s Row, Powys Close, and these narrow gullies is a
fundamental failure of the Sustainable Transport Hierarchy. If the primary walking and




cycling roules are Gangeious, Cicale user conflict, invite anti-social behavior, and require a
'massive effort" to navigate, the "modal shift" promised by the developer is a fiction. Site
SP4.2 is an unsustainable allocation that relies on a dangerous and dishonest

retation of “Active Travel” and ignores the physical amd legal realiity of Dimas
4 pin; Z _

7. Active Travel Continued: Infrastructure Incompatibility

Outline of Issues: Proximity to Eastbrook Station is used as a strategic justification for this
site. However, Eastbrook Station currently lacks siep-iree access to the Cardifi-bound
platform. By framing Site SP4.2 as "sustainable" when a parent with a pram, an elderly

resident with mobility aids, or a person in a wheelchair cannot physically board a train to the
capital, the Council is engaging in a "False Sustainability" narrative.

e e

A Precedent of Infrastructure Failure: The Rejected Lift Before evaluating the
sustainability of Site SP4.2, it must be formally noted that the central pillar of this site’s

" Active Travel” strategy—Eastbrook Station—has a documented history of infrastructure
rejection.

» The 2021 Refurbishment Failure: During the 2021 footbridge refurbishment, the
community formally requested the installation of a lift. This was rejected by Network
Rail and the Vale of Glamorgan Council, who instead opted for a "like-for-like" repair
of the existing steep, stepped bridge (Ref: Network Rail Asset Management /
Community Relations Statement, July 2021).




u-f:iug -n;y'pfns.':}ii.lg. Eastorook has been .’c’p'{,aii;u{y' CACIUGCU from the Leparanciic

“or Transport’s 'Access for Ali’ funding rounds—most recently in the May 2024 main
scheme seiections—despite the Councii’s long-standing knowledge of the station's
non-compliance with modern accessibility standards (Ref: DT ‘Access for Al
Program Funding Announcement, May 2024).

« The Funding Deadlock: The Council has historically deferred responsibility for the
lift to Network Rail and Transport for Wales, citing a lack of local budget in various
Transport Policy updates, including the Vale of Glamorgan Local Transport Plan
(LTP) 2023 Update.

Documented Reasous for Rejection: The "Priovity Conraaicion Thie ioimal
justifications for the continued lack of a lift at Eastbrook expose a fundamental logical fallacy
in the Council’s planning strategy:

o The "Secondary Status” Myth: Authorities have historically justified the lack of
investment by labeling Eastbrook Station a "low-scale priority" due to current footfall,
a position reflected in the DT Station Prioritisation Matrix and Network Rail’s
Wales Route Strategic Plan. This creales ai iinpossibic paiatox: uic Counicil aeems
the infrastructure "secondary" when asked to fund it, yet promotes the station as a
"primary" strategic asset to justify 250+ new homes in the Vale RLDP Site
Allocation SP4.2 Justification (2024).

o Logistical "Like-for-Like'" Constraints: In their 2021 Maintenance Scoping
Report, Network Rail maintained that the logistical complexity and limited space of
{he existing 19th-century bridge made a lifi installation too costly. They opted for a
budget-driven repair, effectively sabotaging the "Active Travel" goals the Council
now claims to champion.

. Selective Prioritisation: it is intellectually dishonest o claim Dinas Fowys is a FiiT0
station with "limited logistical viability" for a lift, while simultaneously using that
same station to anchor a massive, high-density residential expansion. You cannot call
a location "low priority" for safety and accessibility, but "high priority" for developer
profit.

Dy pioposing Site SP4.2 wilile main@aining uwiis 10w prioiiy " status 101 iis essential
infrastructure, the Council is knowingly planning a development that cannot meet its own
stated sustainability targets. To approve this development without a guaranteed, funded, and
legally binding commitment to build the Eastbrook lift is to ignore a decade of infrastructure
failure.

A Breach of (he Daualicy Act 2010: The probosed access stialcgy 1Epieseiis a Uhatarii
vioiation of the Equality Act 2010. By providing a primary "Sustainable Travel" link that
lacks safety rails, level footing, or step-free access, the Council is physically barring those
with protected characteristics—specifically the disabled and the elderly—from the only
designated route to the village.

« Physical Segregation: For a wheelchair user or a parent with a double pram, this is
not a "link"; it is an impassable barrier.

o The "One-Mile" Penalty: The only alternative for these residents is a one-mile
detour via the Murch area. This is not "community integration"—it is physical
segregation based on mobility. This failure will inevitably force residents into cars for




"sustainabie” development.

The Overburdened Crossing Barrier

The A4055 Cardiff Road acts as a significant physical and psychological barrier. Currently,
there are insufficient controlled crossing points on this stretch to handle increased volume.

e The Single Pressure Point: By adding 250 households, the Council will force the
existing pedestrian crossing at Eastbrook to become dangerously overburdened.

. Documented Danger' In the Council’ s own June 2024 Consultation (Response 6),
ul..ul!..xu. I.du.).juié U\JllulL!Ulla VV\.«J\.- QS5 ].U\.-u (Aﬂ ) Hulll(-ll uu\.o (89 ) I.l (.uu\.. VUIulll.\.r
Funneling hundreds of additional daily pedestrian movements into this single point
constitutes planning negligence.

The At-Grade Track Crossing

To avoid the A4055, the Council proposes an at-grade track crossing as a "sustainable link."
This is a reckless and substandard solution.

~ _ * ==
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development. It lacks essential safety features—specifically handrails and non-siip,
level footing—making it a major trip hazard.

Metro upgrades, rail frequencies are set to increase. Forcing residents across live
tracks in this high-frequency environment is an unacceptable safety risk.

Report, the topography here is already a barrier to active travel. A single slip by a
child or a parent with a pram at this unrailed crossing could lead to a catastrophic
incident.

AGCICASTU nan ' ICUUChHly nisKs: UNGET Ul (rariSport jor »wAaies (1 j¥Y ) oGukr vYGIes
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Conclusion: The "Commuter Island" Reality

When "sustainable" links are physically inaccessible, topographically impossible, or legally
non-compliant under the Equality Act, they cease to be links at all. Site SP4.2 is a "Commuter
Island" that will, by necessity, be 100% car-dependent. This will pour additional volume onto
an already saturated and dangerous road network. in direct opposition to the core principles
of Planning Policy Wales 12.

Demand for Transparency: We formally demand an Independent Topographical
Accessibility Audit of all proposed pedestrian and cycle routes. This must include:

» A map-based gradient analysis connecting Site SP4.2 to the village center.

o Verification of whether these links meet the 1:12 or 1:20 ratios required for
wheelchair users and the elderly.

If these gradients are exceeded, the Council must transparently admit that the site is entirely
car-dependent. To suggest otherwise is a failure of the Council’s statutory duty under the
Equality Act 2010.

8. Regional Cumulative Impact: The Barry-Cardiff "Statistical Blindness"




The "Geographical Funnel" Effect: Dinas Powys serves as the critical geographical

"pinch-point” for the entire south-eastern Vale of Glamorgan. The Council’s assessment of

Site SP4.2 is fundamentally flawed because it operates within a geographic vacuum, ignoring
" the village's role as the primary "pressure valve" for two major urban centers.

« The Barry Pressure: As of 2024/2025, the population of Barry is estimated at over
58.000 residents. Official ONS and Welsh Government commuter flow data confirms
that Barry functions as a primary "dormitory" town, with approximately 43% to 45%
of its working population commuting into Cardiff daily.

« The Route of Least Resistance: While the A4050 (Port Road) serves western Barry,
the A4055 through Dinas Powys is the only direct arterial route for thousands of
residents within the Barry Waterfront, Bendricks, and East Barry developments.

» The "Country Lane" Trap: To bypass the chronic congestion at the Merrie Harrier
junction, commuters increasingly saturate surrounding rural routes, including Twyn-y-
Rodyn, Argae Lane, and St Andrews Road. These routes are narrow, unlit, and lack
the physical width to safely accommodate two-way heavy traffic. By allocating 250
homes at Site SP4.2, the Council is effectively sealing this "trap" for both residents
and commuters.

Methodological Failure: Data Inconsistency

Unlike Barry, which benefits from multiple bypass options and arterial alternatives, Dinas
Powys is physically landlocked by its railway infrastructure and the topography of the valiey.
Residents cannot "bypass” their own village. The traffic data utilized for the Revised Local




evelopment Plan (RLOE) is statistically incompicie, it relies on localized, "snapshol’ COUMLS
+hat fail to account for the massive surge in vehicle movements generated by the recent
2.000-home expansion at Barry Waterfront.

AQUINE an Coulidica JUUt uauy vehicle movementis from Site S5P4.2 inlo nc castorookK
catchment—without a documented plan to increase rail carriage frequency or deliver a
bypass—is a recipe for systemic infrastructure failure. The Council is exhibiting “statistical
3 ol Ty tresting T 3¢ 2 ranlated © At r i r r1¥nz (3 3
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Forecasted Gridlock

Existing residenis face wie prospect of living undei a pelihancit vianke o1 tamic, unable to
safely exit their own driveways during peak hours while Barry's commuter volume continues
to swell. The Council’s own WelTAG study admitted that background traffic growth 1s
expected to increase by 35% by 2026. Inroducing 250+ homes at Site ST4.Z, alungsial wic
thousands of units already nearing completion at the Barry Waterfront, will lead to total
regional gridlock.

Namand for Transnaremes/
Demamnd 1or 1ramsSpaTeiity

We formally contest the validity of the current Transport Assessment on the grounds that it

fails to provide a Culuilative REgivhial 1iauspuit Lmipaci Assessnicini (CRa1A). Jndei
PPW 12 Paragraph 4.1.2, the Council has a statutory duty to ensure the LDP evidence base
is "robust and comprehensive." By relying on isolated "snapshot" data, the current assessment

ionores the uwﬂnrgicﬁl‘ rnngoefinn at the Mearrie Harrier inmnetinn and the AANSS rorridor
1gnores the SyRergasiic LORgstsssss == = Merme Harrier junciion anc uic AsU0J LURISUE.

We demand that the Council demonstrates, via microsimulation modeling (VISSIM or
sguivaient), a 10-year projection of traffic volumes that accounts for the concurrent impact
of:

1. Committed Development: The completed build-out and associated trip generation
from the 215 units at Cosmeston and the expansion of the Barry Waterfront.

2. Strategic Growth: The projected 35% background growth identified in the Council’s
own WelTAG studies.

3. Site Specifics: The additional peak-hour trip generation specifically originating from
Site SP4.2.

Until this cumulative data is modeled and subjeciea L0 puolic scrutiny, e allocation o1 Sile
SP4.2 remains technically unsound, irresponsible, and a direct violation of the Sustainable
Transport Hierarchy. We formally state that any approval granted withou this granular,

/
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uinerabie to procedurai chailenge.

2. Ecology & Riodiversity: The "Dormouse Precedent"

The Breach of Statutory Duty:




1he Louncil's proposal ior sile :u 4.2 18 fu.nim'm.n'..&x‘nf ;lrl\;\)h'm;&‘u;xli '\;\’;1-171 IS5 Wil 1CCLiin
ccological Tindings and fails to satisty the "Section 6 Duty" of the Environment (Wales) Act
;um, which requires public authorities to seek to maintain and enhance biodiversity.

@ The Dor MOUSE ¥ reCedoni: Recent sur \«\._fa \.uuuumanuupu uy the Vale of Glamor Eai

confirmed the presence m‘ l-lazei Uormlce within the nedgerow network curectly
vuuue’.uuuo with Site SP42. T :uuu.)ul,‘-.‘. the removal or uue..m.umuuu of these same
hedgerows without a comprehensive Phase Z Species-Specific Survey is a direct
breach of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 .

¢ Dark Corndors & Sobi ¥ ioxinly: LoCal iecords and e sile’s proxiimity o tie
Dinas Powys Woods SSSI confirm that this iand serves as a vital "dark corridor” for
breater and Lesser Horseshoe Bats lne introduction of hlgn densxty street ngntmg

Evidemce of Declime: The "Data Vacmmm"

The Councii has failed to provnde a Seasonal Pond Audit or a breat Crested Newt (lJLN}
f;xulénlnuu S avigy, uual.)lu. e lug,n Waltl tavic aiia ulaulua\. Giicies pxuv‘xuua& uyl.uuuz
terrestrial and aguatic habitat. Nationally, these species remain in an "unfavourable”
conservation status, yet the Council is proceeding with a “data vacuum” regarding local

populations.

! lINational Population Trend

sl ; Principai C e —_—
Species (Last 20 Years) Principal Cause of Local Extinction
Hazel i Loss of hedgerow connectivity &

- (State of Nature Repor . .
Dormouse 7St of Nature Repori) urban light pollution

Loss of "dark corridors" and foraging

Horseshoe Bats |[Significant decline in range
grounds

Great Crested 50% (Estimated) Des_tructlon_of terrestrial habitat &
Newt drainage shifts

The State of Nature 2023 report confirms that 1 in 6 species in Wales are at risk of
extinction. By developing the Green Wedge at Site SP4.2, the Council is actively
contributing to this local decline. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Councni 'S own
Ecology Officer (as of July 2024) raised significant objections to the early proposals for this
site, citing the irreversible impact on the local ecosystem.

Demand for Transparency: We demand Phase 2 Species-Specific Ecological Surveys
conducted over a full active season (April-October). This must include a Lighting Impact
Assessment to prove how the "Dark Corridor" for Horseshoe Bats will be maintained ir

perpetuity.

Summary of Ecological Risk




Council cannot claim "Biodiversity Net Gain" while simultaneously destroying the core
abitat of European Protected Species. A "desktop study” or generic Phase 1 habitat survey 1s
egally insuificient for a site of this ecoiogical sensitivity.

Miornaemad Foue Tom o omomenr oo
D emand MSPAremcy

We Iormally demand the immediate release of a Phase Z bpecnes-bpecmc burvey for the
11(11.\.! LU HIGUST, uulluu\.t\.u OVEr a fuil a\..uv'c 5CasGn \npl Il‘—\.}\.«LUULl J. 11ic \_,Guu\,u iust
Lransparentiy demonstrate how the proposed "sustainable transport links"—which necessitate

significant hedgerow removal—can be achieved without creating a fragmented "Dead Zone"

in breach of the Concervation of Hobitats and Species Reculations 2017

This sectlon errectwely shifts tne argument from envnronmental concerns to tne daily lived
s\.-aur.)/ of the Vinage, uu;ﬂ;,g,.xulxg, a' SYSWITiiC \..Uuup.)\.' UL SUIVICCS, 1 fave [Cncd uic
language to be more assertive, ensuring the data is presented ciearly and the iegal arguments
regarding "“Consumptive Capacity” and “Section 106" are reinforced.

10. Infrastructure Deficit: The “Tipping Point™ of Local Services

Failure of Consumptive Capacity:

The fundamental flaw of Site SP4.2 1s the assumption that Dinas Powys can "consume” an
additional 250+ housenolas without a corresponding investment in primary inirastructure.
The viliage 1s currently operating at an infrastructure deficit; adding further residents 1s not
“growth,"” 1t 1s a recipe for the systemic collapse of local services.

Maolthoams amd Dantictry

The village’s medical and dental provisions are aiready overstretched to a degree that is

Aoncoaranc far enrroant racidanta

oGP Wait Times: Kesxdents already report multi- Week walt times for non-emergency
u’J}JVIAl‘iIiMLllJ uuu:t lllulbul\..) I.lll-hl. i Putlblll llJLD l].l lil\.« vaic aic ﬂL 1\..\.U1u ulsua
Dinas Powys has the second-highest percentage of eideriy patients in the Eastern Vaie
Cluster; this demographic requires more frequent, compiex, and "at-home" medical
care. The Dinas Powys Medical Centre was built to repiace an outdated 1971 faciiity
to meet existing needs, not to facilitate a massive popuiation expliosion.

» Zero Dentai Capacity: There is effectively zero capacity for new NHS dental
patients in the Dinas Powys area.

o The inirasrructu re G‘an' i ne SP4.2 pronosal incluneq no nrovmmn Tor new medical

demand.
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Dinas Powys Primary and nearby secondary schools (St Cyres/Stanweil) are currently at or

nynnar{ mmo fimetinnal fanacity
-ALOCAR LS ILNICTION2 Gprab ALY,

» The l’lannmg Trap: Site SP4.2 falls into a precarious "middie ground.” it is too
smnall to trigger the mandatory requirement for a deveioper to buiid a new school, yet
large enough to add hundreds of children to the local catchment.




Uperadonar aneeZiavy: 106 COUnCl 5 iiiiiar  ouu-Uitit uiiesnoida 101 new sCiion

provision 1s a local guideline that cannot supersede the national requirement to ensure
that class sizes do not prejudice the quaiity of education. When a sysiem reaches

100% ca A..,'_:L‘.II‘ ddin o any ,(‘_‘: rther ‘f' _»_‘__1 ic g L-‘,,,__‘),'_.(;:I_ J(‘ one rati ?',:,_;.I inteerit V.
rrimary School Capacity (2025/20 Data)
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Note: This development will effectively displace local children from their own viilage
schools, forcing them to be "bussed” to other areas of the Vale—increasing traffic and

Aoctraviing the cammnnity cohacinn that villooe cnhanle n.—nvurln
ol vy nln& [RRLw \u\lllllll\d‘lll) LAV OIULL LG ¥ 111(.1&\.4 [SLVE IO e ) 511\1 s

Neamand for Tranenaranew:
Lemandg 1or lramsparency:

1. A Cumulative Education Impact Assessment: This must account for the combined
pressure of Site SP4 2 alongside the 2,000+ homes at Barry Waterfront, Wthh share
ﬂk same secondary catchments.

2. Verification of Physical Capacity: The Council must identify the specific, physical
location of the new desks required for these children.

The Myth of the "Walkable" Development

Dinas Powys is a village by design and scale, not a town in waiting. Its retail "center"
conisisis of a modest cluster of independent businesses and convenience stores that have
already hit their absolute limit for logistical and parking capacity.

While developers label the SP4.2 site as sustainable, the reality is a forced reliance on the car.
Because the village has been stripped of its essential anchors in recent years—including the
Post Office and NatWest bank—new residents cannot fulfill their daily needs within the
village core




> Iviandatory Out-oi-Viilage Trips: Every new household wili be forced onto the road
for banking. postal, and major retail/ supermarket visitation.

e T'ne A4055 Bottieneck: This creates a direct injection of traffic onto Cardiff Koad, a
corriaor aiready documentied as a high-congestion faiiure point.

I'he loss OI the bank and DOSt office 1s me clearest 1naicator that Dinas rowys IS contracung,

~t o arnding st a Ginotianal s kan b
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° LOQISIICHI Deadiock: The Imy TOOIDl’lﬂI of existing stores means they cannot

g ROl n il D, T »” . £ 2 750+ household suro
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e Zero Parking Eiasticity: There is no “spiliover” parking. £very new car competing
for a space at The Twyn 1s a deterrent to existing shoppers, leading to the econoniic
stranguiation of our last independent retaiiers.

By adding high-density housing without the civic infrastructure to support it, the
development doesn't "grow” the viliage—it hollows 1t out. Dinas Powys 1S being tfransformed
Il‘lIO a car-aenenuem uormuory where residents sieep In the viilage but are forced to drive

Mhe Qant? e T e F_ﬂ ‘.‘l AW REACV O -~ rv-jn,_l o Ak e _lb.l‘.:'il._':j.‘ A2 oo 1Y

The Councii often points to 5106 developer contributions as a “cure-ail.” We reject this
narrative as "Phantom Mitigation” because the village has already reached a pnysical
“ceiling” that money cannot ix.

F Aaysivax Vl.;ililjiyéo;bi‘i'zi}". Even if the Council receives millions in S106 1;|.'u'1\:m, you
cannot buy your way out or a landlocked site. As documented, the Eastbrook Station
1Tt remains undeilverabie due to IODOEl'aDnV anda DYEV]OUS Active Travel Schemes

vere reiected bv the Council itself due to oradi
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e The “Overbooking” Faiiacy: Accepting money for a school or medical center that 13
already landlocked and at capacity is the planning eguivalent of "overbooking" a
flight with no seats available. 1t is a paper exercise that fails to provide a single extra
desk or doctor's appointment 1n reality.

rooted 1n emplrlcal local CVIGCI’ICE. lne Barry ‘Wateriront aevelopment stands as a
grim monument to broken promises.

o 1Tne Fromise: A vibrant "District Centre,” a community hub, and lush green
pubiic parks.

o 1h€ Dreak meaniy (Siatus: 204040 YCais aiei wic Qevelopeis extiacied e
profits, the “District Centre" remains a desoiate, fenced-oft gravel pit. The
promised public spaces have been left abandoned and derelict, overgrown

vith weede rather than cervino ac ¢ Mty accete

W

o Structurai Decay: The failure 1s so profound that as of today. major
structural remediation 1s being performed on recently completed homes o
fIx Tunaamental bulld errors. This 1s the reaiity of developer-ied growinh: nign-




lensity housing deiivered at speed, followed by a decade of stagnation,
‘unadopied” crumbpling roads, and legai 1imboo.

o wae Lessom: If the Council cannot hold developers to account on a flags
town-center site, 1t is a certainty they wili fail to enforce compiex
requirements on tne marginal and diificuit land of 5P4.2.

atl e T e ) p, P 1 ™

{'ne ciaum that more nouses egual "betier Services’ 1s a f1scal fallacy. 1n Uinas rowys, more

fifhar

a  The "Servics Dilution' Kffoct: New ('ouncil Tay revenne doeg not create "hetter”

services; it dilutes existing ones. Every current resident wili see a measurabie deciine
in GF access and scnool cnoice as the "service-per-nead” ratio drops.

e The Maintenance Sinking Fund: As evidenced by the October 2025 St Davias
Avenue pipe ialiure, our Victorian inirasiruciure 1s at a oreaking poini.

mssidizing Failure: Additional Council Tax will niot be used 1or "village
enhancements.” instead, it will be swallowed by the massive costs of reactive,
emergency repairs [0 a network pushed peyond 1is siructural iimiis. The existing
taxpayer 1s effectively being asked to subsidize the inevitabie sysitemic collapse
caused by this deveiopment.

We present l.llu:.')\'. facts now sg¢ the \.,\—J'ui'n';l; understands that we sce past the ' f]S\}d: ;ui..l‘al(il']o
of 5106 and Councii Tax. The village has reached 1ts physical and fiscal limit. 1'ne 11t nasn't
peen Dulit, the cycie pains nave peen rejecied, ine pipes are pursing, .mu ine ‘gravel

Ul Daiiy Waierivon IOV WAy ut.nf\.xuul.l DYV GIGESCS aie Woi thless. To DUSH ancad i
the tace of this ODIECUVC evidence 1s a deliberate choice to lEnore mne reallw that “more
money’ cannot 11X 'no space.”

ot

1. Frocedurai Error: The internai Contradiciions of the veveioper “Vision"
Rehaviity and Neuivality of Evidence: The Councii’s hieavy ieliance on the Tir Collective
“Vision® represents a significant procedural flaw. These documents are deveioper-funded
pleces of advocacy designed to manufacture a veneer of 'deliverabiiity” for Site SP4.2. By
aGoDIIGE a markeling QoCuineiit Cominissioned by Daities willl a vEsicd linancial iierest as
primary evidence, the Councii has aliowed Optimism Bias to undermine the neutrality of the
Kevised Local bevelopment Plan (KLIDF) process.

-l-.-‘;'f'iu.-n'\',l'u.l. Uk ivuau.aunu; Eh;ﬁ%mﬁlt;l’l |'.l"ll-l.\. l-l'n'ﬁl ""ld\.w'lul'i". -I-:ul-.fl;\- records confirm tnat the
Councii utilized this "Vision" to prematurely validate Site SF4.2 before mndependent,
statutory assessments were compietie:

« The Ocwober 2024 Murchfield Event: This "informal CHZagLineiin. was Conducica
n a technical data vacuum. Whiie the Council presented “vibrant" iiiustrations of a
sustainable community. 1t withneid 1ts own March zuu Arcadis technical data and
WiE Jlny ¢UL-'r statuior Yy GuUiCCUGH 10IT e k..uuu\.u K] uuu:u:y‘ uuu.\.l 114113 COMsLES
Information Asymmetry, where the pubiic was mvited to comment on a "marketing
concept’ ratner than the documented infrastruciure and ecological constraints.




i{-Loading the Preferred Strategy: By endorsing the "Preferred Strategy” in
September 2024 based on promoter evidence, the Council effectively "pre- |
determined’ ine siie's suitability, ignoring the i:12+ gradients and fiooding risks

- i 3 e oy ] - a auwmn hackororind WalTA (2 re .
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Reluianon o1 1ir Conecuve Clanms: Strategic & raysical Faitares The Tir Colieciive
stndy reltec on ceveral "etrateoic nillars" that are nhvsically and ]eggﬂ\f refuted b\lf the

Council’s own hidden evidence:

The Roundabout Paradox (Techmnical Necessity vs. Marketing Narrative): While
the Vision ciaims a "modal shift” toward Active Travel, the Councii’s primary
ENgineering eviaence—ine Marcn 2021 Arcaais WelTAU Stage Two Fius Repori—
gxplicitly modeled the site access via a large-scale 4-arm arierial roundabout on the
A4055.

o A 4-aim roundabout is a 'capacity-ariven’ engineering soiution 101 nign-
volume vehicular fiow; its technical necessity in the Arcadis model is a de
facto admission that Site SP4.2 1s Tundamentaily car-dependent.

o 'The Council 1s caught 1n a technical "lose-iose" trap. they must eiiner adarmi
the site requires a high-capacily roundabout (violating their own Greemn/Active
‘Travel poiicies) or aamit that without 1t, the site 15 undeiiverabie due to ine
"eridiock block-back” waeniified vy iheir own experis. 1ney cannoti have it
ooln ways.

s The "15-Minute Neignbourhood" Faiiacy: The report asserts the site foliows 15-

Statement and Arcadis surveys confirm steep 1:12+ gradients. No evidence has been
produced To snow how the eideriy or those with limited mobility can navigaie these
siopes. For these residents, e radius sninks 10 zero. {0rcing car use and creating a
fundamental breach of the Eguality Act 2010,

e The “Green Infrastructure’’ (GI) Mytn: The deveioper uses “Biodiversity Net
Gain' as a buzzword. However, ine Dinas rowys Ui Siatement identifies this land as
a high-functioning "Green Wedge" carbon sink. Replacing this complex ecosystem
with manicured suburban greenery and high-density street lighting creates an

significant baseline asseis.

e Tune nydro-Dynamic Reajity: 1ne Gl Staiement fails o account for the siie’s roie as
an "uphill soakaway." As proven by the October 2025 St Davids Avenue
infrastructure faiiure, the ground is at a breaking point. Replacing this “natural
sponge” wiih thousands of tonnes of concrete will dispiace floodwaier into the
Eastbrook basin.

s The Kail Access Faliacy: Highiighting proximity to Eastbrook Station ignores that
ine station lacks step-iree access to the Cardifi-bound piatform. To present a siie as
‘rail-led” when a significant segment of the population is physically and legally
barred from using that connection 1s a material misrepresentation of the site’s
deliveraoiiity.

CUNUIUSIVH. & UGG ar RO GEachy

1118 procedurally unsound to utilize a developer’s "marketing vision" io counier ine Council's
OWI aamissions—specifically the Arcadis WelTAG (2.7) and ine Ecology Uificer’s 2024




bjection. We contend that the Tir Collective document should be stripped of its weight as
evidence. it lacks technical rlgor ignores the iaws of physics, and serves only to obscure the

locumeniea oreaking point of the Dinas Powys infrastruciure.

i2. The Developer’s Strategy: Persimmon Homes and the "'Standard Prodbci”

The primary driver of this proposal is Persimmon Homes’ intent to deploy a "Standard
Housing Product” on a site that is topographically hostile.

» The Topographical Mismaich: Persimmon’s standard designs are engineered for flat
or low-gradient sites. However, the Arcadis reports confirm gradients of 1:12+.

» Engineering vs. Environment: To force these standard units onto this terrain
requires massive "cut and fill" engineering. By omitting detailed topographical cross-
sections, the developer has presented a "flat-earth" model. This is physically
impossible to construct without destroying the very "Green Infrastructure” they claim
{o protect, constituting a direct breach of LDF Policy SP1 (Susiainability).

The "Consultant Shield": Tir Consulting’s Evidential Vacuum

To validate this unsuitable approach, the developer has engaged Tir Consuiting to provide a
veneer of technical legitimacy. However, the Tir "Vision" document is a professional
anomaly: it reaches absolute conclusions while relying on almost zero site-specific baseline
data. The "Expertise’ Paradox lies in the fact that Tir has produced a feasibility study in a
self-imposed informational vacuum, acting less as an independent expert and more as a
promotional arm for the developer—effectively shielding Persimmon from the technical
evidence provided by the Council’s own specialists.

Systemic Failure to Address Material Constraints

Tir Consulting has omitied critical data points required for a sound planning decision:

» Geotechnical Negligence & The 2025 Infrastructure Failure: While claiming the
site is "deliverabie" for drainage, there 1s zero evidence of on-site borehole testing.
Proposing high-density development on clay-heavy slopes—especially following the
October 2025 St Davids Avenue infrastructure failure—ignores the
Precautionary Principie. To ignore a documented infrastructure failure in favor of
unproven "rain gardens" is a failure of the Council's Duty of Care.

¢ Infrastructure Capacity Deficit: Tir identifies Dinas Powys Primary School as a
"viability asset” based solely on proximity. This ignores functionai reality. The
school is at capacity; therefore. the "asset" does not exist. This violates LDF Policy
MD4, which requires infrastructure to be "adequate," not just "nearby."

« Direct Contradiction of Statutory Advice: It 1s a material failure for Tir to promote
"Biodiversity Net Gain" while entirely ignoring the Chief Ecology Officer’s formal
objections.

Direct Quotes from the Chief Ecology Oificer (July & November 2024):

» "An Ecological consuitant has not been engaged and a Preliminary Ecological
Assessment (PEA) not prepared as recommended by CIEEM and PPWI12."



"Damage to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland and SINC [Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation] has been undertaken in advance of the application."

"Baseline of site has not been established through researching records... [the proposal
results in] a disparate parcel of woodland that will not fit the wider woodland."

The Verdict: "Recommendation for refusal [of the site] still stands.”

i - S e e ——

Public Consultation: Manufactured Consent and Procedural Defect

The Murchfield Community Centre Misrepresentations (18th Oct 2024)

The public consultation process reached its lowest point of professional integrity during the
meeting at Murchfield Community Cenire on Friday, 18th October 2(24. Persimmon and
Tir presented a series of "Key Design Principles" as technical certainties. However, these
principles are internally inconsistent with the known technical constrainis of the site.

For a consultation to be legally valid in the UK, it must satisfy the Gunning Principles. This
meeting failed on every count:
1. Formative Stage: Proposals were already fixed to a rigid, unsuitable product.

2. Intelligent Consideration: Suppressing Arcadis data prevented an informed
response.

3. Adequate Time: One evening is insufficient to debunk a complex, misleading
narrative.

4. Conscientious Account: The Council cannot conscientiously rely on data that its own
experts (Arcadis/Ecology) have already refuted.

The table below links the developer’s promotional claims directly to the technical evidence
that proves their delivery is physically or legally impossible.

‘Key Design Principle "'The Evidence-Based Refutation 1 Policy & Legal |
|(Presented at Murchfield) "(The Arcadis/Technical Reality) !!Breach !
I n 1 1
:1. Linear Green Park ;;The Topographical Barrier: The ‘:PPW 12, Sec :
|Spine: A green park acting pArcadis data documents 1:12 ii3.3 (Good Design must |
ias the central "spine" of the jigradients. A "linear park" cannot  |ibe integrated with '
lscheme. ifunction as a usable spine on this  !llandscape).

|

|
|
| ﬂslope without massive, ecologically :; }
! idestructive terracing and retaining |
I nwalls. ! |
1 il |
I i ! |
= il |l _J
|
|
i
i
|
1]

2. Sustainable Transport !I'The Accessibility Barrier: This 10- IEquality Act
ILinks: 10-minute walk to  Iminute claim is a "flat-map" fallacy. 2010 & PPW Para
[Eastbrook station via yFor the elderly or mobility-impaired, ;4.1.25 (Accessibility
iretained PRoW. na 1:12 gradient is a physical wall,  jifor all).

. - i il




Kl‘yasign _Pgncip}?
(Presented at Murchfield)

"‘fl_lc Evidéme-Based Re_ﬁ:tziiéﬁ

(The Arcadis/Technical Reality)

“f’_o_licy & ch;:l
Breach

] . = = i
‘mandating car use and violating the

tsustainable travel hierarchy.
1]
ii
JL

i
il
i
i
Il

¥

i3. 'Streets’ not

"Roads Dedicated junction
lat Cardiff Road promoting
walking and cycling.

i
|
{
|
f
I

iiThe Engineering Barrier: Arcadis
flWelTAG (2021) confirms this site
requires a high-volume 4-arm

iIPPW 12 (Sustainable
liTransport Hierarchy).

yarterial roundabout. Branding this as |

||"streets" is a semantic attempt to
limask heavy, car-centric highway
ﬂengmeermg,

I
Il

ff
i
Il

I
il

14. Sustainable Urban
{Drainage (SuDS): Rain
lsardens and swales to "green
‘:up" the streets.

|
|
{
|
|
I
l

i The Hydro-Dynamic

|Fallacy: SuDS on clay-heavy,
lisaturated slopes is ineffective.
{{Fonowmg the Oct 2025
“infrastructure failure, the ground
Ilis proven to be at a tipping point;
lithis approach will merely displace
:;ﬂoodwater to existing homes.

I
f

“%’tuiory SubDS
{|Standards

112019 (Standard S1 -
ﬁRunoff Destination).

I
0

I
]
i

!FS. Topographical
Response: Development
iparcels will respond to the
;topography of the land.

I
f
|
|
I

' The Construction
jReality: Persimmon’s "Standard
IHouse Types" are flat-site products.
ITo force them onto these slopes
requ:res massive "cut and fill"
”enﬂmeermg which 1s the literal
liopposite of "responding to
ﬁtopography

(LDP Policy

iISP1 (Sustainability &

lIEnvironmental
IProtection).

i
I

i
1
|
|
[
I
i
!
|
[
i
}
I
!
I
i
I
J
|
|
|
I
I
|
I
|
1
|
I

{6 Robust Buffers Parcels
jset back from historic iree
Ibelts and hedgerows.

|
|
i
i
f
|
|
L

ﬂThe Ecologacal Reality: Refuted by

jthe July 2024 Ecology Ofiicer
lIObjection. These "buffers" are
Hpaper constructs that ignore the
ldocumented destruction of ancient
jjhedgerow networks already

jundertaken on-site.
Il
I

]!

I
(jAct 5.6 (Duty to

llenhance biodiversity).

I
I
I
I

|
i

‘ Lm ironment (W a!es)

I
|
|
|
I
!
!
J
j
I

I
]

|
|
|
|
I
|
!
|

A consultation based on technically inaccurate claims, such as those presented at the
Murchfield Community Centre, is not a valid exercise in public engagement; itis a




manufactured consent. The Council is now on notice: to grant permission based on this
"Vision" is to ignore the Environment (Wales) Act, the Gunning Principles, and the
Council’s own technical experts.

i3. irreparabie Harm to the Green Wedge: rreveniing Coaiesceinde

™ PO L ’ ™ T S . —

A fundamentai Dlanning distinction must be drawn between the "restorative” nature of
hrownfield develonment and the "dectructive’ impact of hutlding on viroin iGreen Wenoe

land.

Restorative (Barry Docks/Wateriront): Developing previously used land 1s a
restorative act. it remediates indusirial scars, revitalizes urban centers, and utiiizes
existing infrastructure.

e Destruciive (Site SF4.2): Developing this 'virgin' land—Wwnicn nas never peen
aliocated for human habitation—Is inherently destructive. Once this “Green Lung” 1s
built unon, the biological and environmental loss 1s permanent and irreversibie.

Vioiation of Policy MiG13 and Cuiturai idenury

The narrow strip of iand between Dinas Powys and Liandough 1s the primary facior
maintaining the village's distinct identity. This Green Wedge was designated specificaily
because the risk of Dinas Powys being absorbed as a mere suburb of Cardiif 1s acute.

« Substantiai Harm: Developing Site SP4.2 causes "substantial harm” to the openness
of the landscape. violating the very purpose of the Green Wedge designation.

e Administrative Erasure: This nronosal renresents the adminisiraiive eraure of ihe
village boundarv_ sionaling the heoinning of the end for Dinas Powys as 2 ctandalone

gptt]ﬁ}m:ﬁ_nf

» Policy Breaci: Tne resuiting coaiescence with Liandough and the wider Cardiii
urban area is irretrievable. This constitutes a direct breach of Folicy MG13 of the
Council’s existing Local Development Plan (LDF).

Data-Driven Evidence: Fublic Support for Kestorative Growin

Puplic opinion across the Vale confirms that residents support growtn wnen It 1s restorative
-ather than destructive. The Councli Is currentiy overiooking hign-potential Barry siies
despiie clear community backing for urban regeneration:
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the Sequentiai 1esr° 1ne LOUHCII nas ovnassea l'llEl'l-DO[f:ll[lal restorauve

aic oooaraomcalw ImDﬂSSﬁDle 101 the GlSﬂDIEG ana the elgerly 1s a DI'BBCI"I ormne

me L()Lll’l(..ll ’s blmUIIHHGOUS mOCIEIlI‘lE of a I’!lgﬂ caoacmf 4- arm

Statutory Legal Vulnerability: Beyond local planning policy, this allocation creates an
unacceptable legal risk for the Councn. Given the documented evidence of air quality
breaches, ecological sensitivity, and infrastructure failure, a decision to proceed would fail
the Precautionary Principle under Welsh Environmental Law. Furthermore, the reliance on
topographically impossibie "Active Travel" routes constitutes a breach of the Section 149
Publiic Sector Equality Duty (Equality Act 2010), as it creates an environment that is
structurally exclusionary to residents with protected mobility characteristics. Any approval
based on the current flawed evidence base would be Wednesbury unreasonable and
susceptible to formal legal challenge via Judicial Review.

The “Overbooking” of Infrastructure: The Councii’'s own WelTAG Stage Two Fius
repons admit that traific growth 1s alreaav outstnnnmg available investment. 10 1gnore tnls

Ara raluing an Sectinn 106 "Dhantom R
OiC, ICIVINE O oCCli0n Vo riaanion vl

landiocked, over-capacity schoois is a iogistical impossibiliity. You cannot “buy” your way out
of a lack of physical space; the Council is effectively overbooking the village’s education and

nea rara oyotamo 1t Bt bl vz ~ al ~r than - 1opA oanto AT annaif
ealthcare systems with no viable way to deliver the promised seats or appeintments.
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A Finai Fiea: Fianning for Feopie, Not Prototypes: We are under no iilusions: we know
that some of these ciaims carry more weight than others. We know that the Counci may

ttempt io ’5'hurng||(~ra1'-ir-gii\/ enrawi -;n: over rruo nn:nr‘nnh mucrh lilke the himaredc nt nthere
att L0 burcaucratically sprawi 1eCclion, much 1iKe tne nunareas oI ¢lngls
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rigntiy concerned. This is not a community that reflexively says "no" to &rowtn Our history
proves it. We fuily supported the deveiopment of Scholar Fark—the former St Cyres Schoo

ite. 1h ID]’O‘.&. i

...|

fiva' ni a i 0
s the nnr?mcr oy amhlp of the "restorative” plannin y we advocate ICF it took
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Peome understand the need for housing, but Site 3P4 2 1s simply not right. It is "one step too
r" There 1s a restorative lnow to buildine on the fnnrnrmtc ot the nast as seen af Schoilar

Darl( hut there i< nnlu nprmnnpnf r‘chfrnnhnn in hmlrlmn unon the "Grppn i nnn ot on

Formai Kequest for Kemovai: We formaiiy request the immediate removai of Site Sr4.2
from the RLDP. This iand must remain a protected Green Wedge. The deveioper’s 'Vision'
represents a profound logical and ecological contradiction; it claims to 'enhance’ a sensitive
habitat only after its whoiesale destruction, whiie proposing ‘integration’ through a car-centric
modeli that ignores the physical reality of the site.

inas Powys wiil not stand by while it 1s transformed inio a congesied, underserviced, and
poliuted dormitory. The Councii must fuifiii its democratic and statutory duty by prioritizing
the restoration of our towns over the permanent destruction of our Green Weadge.






