Objection to Planning application 14/00933/FUL
Firstly on the original deferred application in 2015 regarding the safe crossing of the A48, to access public transport. The new traffic calming measures and safe ‘puffin crossing’ is welcomed. Unfortunately the plan is 15 years too late as traffic is ever increasing. The council and highways department are guilty of not acting sooner on this issue. Also the highways officer explicitly said there should not be any alterations to highways to specifically satisfy developments.

The access track which upon the site visit back in 2015 the councillors and homes 4 you officer were unaware the track was serving (by paid right of way), two houses, West house and Crosswinds.

On the subject of the ‘access’ track, the proposed application would add 26 more vehicles adding to the 5 cars belonging to West House and Crosswinds. Also the 2 business vehicles in the form of self employed van owners who work from the properties which I may add can use the lane on a 24/7 basis as the nature of jobs entail. Its apparent that no.5 Nash View has approached the landowner for access also, another two cars at least here then! Total vehicles could amount to 35 this being without visitors. A far greater volume of vehicles than the original agreement, that the access track will serve just two properties.
The planning application states there will be 13 units up for rental, this is inaccurate and misleading.

The landowner has stipulated that he be given two completed properties back as part of the agreement for ‘gifting’ the land. He suggests that these are for his retired farm workers, whom would have had houses to retire in but the landowner has previously relinquished agricultural ties on existing properties and either sold off on the open market or are being rented. The irony is that the landowner now needs houses for such! Will the landowner retain these 2 houses indefinitely?
Regarding the letter sent by Penllyn estate (landowner) its suggested that to simply fence off an awkward ‘kink’ in a field as machinery grows ever larger, it is difficult to farm such a space this seems very convenient as a reason for gifting the land. In respect to this does the council not realise that this would set a prescient for other awkward ‘kinks’ in other settlements and hamlets in surrounding areas to satisfy the agenda of other developers.

Highlighting the fact which the proposed development, is contrary to UDP policy HOUS2. As Pentre Meyrick is omitted from the list of accepted rural settlements and therefore considered to be within open countryside. (POLICY  HOUS 2 - a hierarchy of 28 out of 35 settlements within the vale considered to be acceptable)
The Arial photo provided in the application shows arbitrary lines drawn around the awkward ‘kink’ in the field. This is contrary to policy as on grounds of obtaining a development application it states ‘arbitrary lines drawn for the convenience of plot size does not qualify for such’

Nor does it qualify for ‘small scale rounding off’ ‘which for the purpose of this Plan is defined as development which constitutes no more than five dwellings, may also be permitted where the site lies within or immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary and conforms to a logical site boundary. Arbitrary lines drawn for the convenience of plot size do not qualify as such’
The proposed development would double the number of houses currently at Pentre Meyrick!

The natural and existing building boundary stops at Nash View its clear to see in the photograph.

‘Rural Exception’ is unfortunately having a devastating effect on small hamlets and settlements nationwide, changing the places it arises at forever at the hands of such developers.

The proposed is also contrary to ‘Agricultural Forestry or Rural Enterprise justification’ as such this reason for development would mean current workers of an estate to be housed (not retired)
The developers will argue ‘rural exception’ and would then have to provide a completed means test for the justification of such. One was completed back in March 2014, surely now outdated as peoples circumstances regarding houses have changed (mine included) there are 5 other originally interested people (which I can name with their consent if questioned by your good selves)
So, on these grounds an out dated community engagement and consultation meeting cannot be relevant to an amended planning application 2 years later.

The fact that during said community consultation the housing officer and Hafodd staff, were keen to sell the idea of affordable housing and get everyone’s interest in the form of comment slips. After comment slips were handed in we were then explained to that the houses would be rent only and no help to buy schemes would be in place for said properties (at the time of consolation 13 houses were stated not the realistic 11) having first had the positive comments in the box! On this issue, why doesn’t the council and local authorities realise that young people and families such as myself need ‘help to buy’ not stuck in a never ending cycle of rentals.
On the matter of the 106 agreement which Hafodd had previously poorly addressed at the previous planning meeting. Hafodd have said they would make a payment to the green links bus service which, seems attractive but the service, although successful in its own right in reality is inconvenient as one cannot simply ‘jump’ on a bus and ‘pop to the shops’ as many people without vehicles may need to at any time of most days i.e. shopping essentials for children etc. The service in-fact means you have to ring in advance and arrange a time to be collected for the following day. Also I may add proposed would mean be collected from a similar dangerous road (Ruthin-Pencoed)
My children attend Llangan primary school and as stated hafodd will provide some sort of funding to them also, could they elaborate on such as its all well and good handing over money to them but how will any children at the proposed site get to school? Will this be in the form of a safe walking and cycling path down to the school from Pentre Meyrick?

Adding more people to the area would indefinitely mean more children, Llangan has no room for more children nor does it have room for parking at the school, even with the much welcomed new car park. At peak times, parents park right up to the gateway to get their children to school safely.
This shows there has been, no practical observations of afore mentioned matters carried out by hafodd to date.

The 106 agreement also states for a provision of public open space, is there an allowance of such?

Cowbridge comprehensive school also must fall in to this category, Again Cowbridge comp is full to bursting with students, where will proposed students go to school?

The Developers talk of the ‘Viability Module’ which one assumes, they input the numbers and figures from their partisan collection of data and it then produces an attractive form of compliance.

Forgive my ignorance on this. Is said ‘viability module’ open to the public to view? Also is this module regulated by andybody?

When you add up the above the question arises that, by the time hafodd and or council pay for the main road and the access arrangements, hafodd contribute to the bus service, contribute to Llangan school, and still in question contribute to Cowbridge comprehensive school. How can 11 rent only social houses prove viable and sustainable in an omitted rural settlement site?
Surely other far more suitable locations as previously earmarked by HOUS2 Policy are far more acceptable with less development issues and with proven, flourishing existing infrastructure and modern amenities.

The ‘Viability Module’ may suit the agendas of a few but are detrimental to the lives and well being of others. Real world scenarios and common sense should prevail.

