3 Nailsea Court

Sully

CF64 5SQ

27 January 2017

Objection to Planning Application

Land West of Swanbridge Road, Sully- Ref 2016/01520/OUT

I am writing to you to strongly object to the above outline planning application made by Taylor Wimpey 

Again, both Taylor Wimpey and the Vale of Glamorgan Council, in all matters across this entire application, and the previously approved 350 homes application, have incorrectly and misleading quoted data from the 2011 Census information relating to Sully. This has previously been brought to the attention of the Council and Taylor Wimpey.

The Sully Census information relates to 17 separate output areas, which added together form Sully (for Census purposes). Of those areas, 4 of them are nearer to Penarth or Barry, such as opposite Cosmeston Park for example, and do not relate to the village as generally recognised. This significantly distorts the figures and calculations that Taylor Wimpey, and the Council, use in respect of judging the impact and merits of these applications.

Taylor Wimpey states the population of Sully is 4543 (Census 2011) – see 2.12 of this application. 

This is rubbish. The figure should be 3402, as some 1141 residents are not within the actual village of Sully. In terms of households, the Census figures show 2025 whereas the actual figure is 1453. 

Sully Census 2011 breakdown

	Sully - actual village
	
	
	Sully - not in village 
	

	Code
	Residents
	Hseholds
	
	Code
	Residents
	Hseholds

	5972
	302
	132
	
	9836
	228
	153

	73
	245
	98
	
	5982
	244
	116

	75
	230
	111
	
	5980
	267
	143

	76
	345
	141
	
	5981
	402
	160

	77
	269
	123
	
	 
	
	

	78
	271
	131
	
	 
	 
	 

	79
	231
	117
	
	 
	 
	 

	83
	342
	128
	
	 
	 
	 

	84
	286
	126
	
	 
	 
	 

	85
	343
	121
	
	 
	 
	 

	86
	242
	112
	
	 
	 
	 

	9851
	128
	61
	
	 
	 
	 

	9852
	168
	52
	
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	3402
	1453
	
	 
	1141
	572

	Census 
	4543
	2025
	
	
	
	


Using the ‘corrected’ Census figure as above, the average household size is 2.34 and this will result in an agreed population increase of 819, a 24% increase - not 13% as Taylor Wimpey quoted in their 350 home planning request. 

With the additional 190 homes planned, this would result in a population increase of 1263  - 37%!! Likewise, this results in an increase in houses from 1453 to 1993, a 37% increase.

Taylor Wimpey state will not impact the village character but round out the village! 

All elements of the application should therefore be considered against these significant increases in population and housing, and the associated issues.

Objections

The ridiculous planning consent issued in respect of the Taylor Wimpey 350 house development against the massive 407 local objections raised, which were totally disregarded by the Vale Council, makes it seem almost fruitless to raise objections against this development.

The fear of the Labour-controlled Vale Council of it’s big brother the Welsh Assembly means that they voted to pass the 350 house site by a party block vote, completely ignoring all local objections. The Planning Committee is heavily populated with Labour councillors. 

Their role as local councillors has been totally undermined. The complete inability of the Vale Council as a whole to agree a new LDP for the Vale going forward is a major obstacle to any objectors having success in stopping intrusive and unwanted housing developments in the area.

Developers such as Taylor Wimpey have, and will, run rings around the Council and tie them up in their own ineffective planning strategies and those of the Welsh Assembly. 

The Councillors who voted for these developments should be forced to live in them (but none of them even live in Sully so wouldn’t care a jot!)

In the present economic climate following the ‘Brexit’ referendum, the Welsh Assembly and Vale Council must reconsider their economic planning and forecasting going forward. The impact of leaving the EU will have an effect, greater or lesser, to the whole of Britain, never mind the Vale, and I would query whether any discussion or guidance has been issued by the Welsh Assembly to their Councils in this regard.

The LDP 2011-2026, with its huge apparent need for new housing, has been seriously thrown into array! The validity of the massive document and studies are now seriously brought into question by Brexit going forward and any reliance on the disputed LDP as it stands must be in doubt. 

Reference to the 5 year housing allocation must also be in serious doubt – what does the Welsh Assembly and Vale Council predict of this need going forward in the Brexit future?

The developers constantly refer to the LDP and TAN as ‘holy grails’ to support their applications however the LDP is both in limbo and out of date, whilst the TAN in a Brexit view seems a wild ‘stab in the dark’.

These days, all councils such as the Vale, are effectively cash-strapped and under immense pressure to provide services within a strictly confined budget. Any cash windfall will be an overriding factor in accepting or rejecting planning proposals from large national developers. The legal right that councils have to accept money  to waive and reduce planning regulations, for large developments (known as section 106 agreements) is tantamount to bribery!

No householder can suggest to the Council that they make a contribution to the Council coffers if a planning element is relaxed yet massive house builders such as Taylor Wimpey do so every day!!

Taylor Wimpey will pay to the Vale Council, for the planned 350 houses in Sully, the grand sum of

£4,923,901
That is a huge bribe that the Council could not ignore and means that any objections from anyone anywhere will not be taken into account. It also shows the considerable profit element for this company in that they can pay that kind of money and still make a profit!!! 

Surely there are sites in the Vale where the S106 agreement costs would be far lower, local objections would not be on the massive scale seen in Sully – yet they choose Sully.

The above figure is broken down as: -

1. Sustainable transport


£700,000

2. Mcdonalds roundabout


£24,000

3. Education




£3,758,901

4. Community Facilities


£345,000

5. S106 admin fee



£96,000

There will be more money for the Vale for agreeing to these extra 190 houses.

1.   Sustainable transport

This is ‘posh’ speak for walking or bikes – possibly canoes on a river or solar- or wind-powered transport! It is a simple fact that the use of sustainable transport in Sully in this century is at an all-time low – in fact it is hardly ever used. Spending £700K of money on improving bike paths and walkways will be of use to an extremely small percentage of the inhabitants of Sully.

According to Census 2011 figures, 91% of households in Sully have access to a car/van, with 45% of households having access to 2 or more cars. All residents in Sully are extremely dependent on private car use. Census figures show 80% of residents travel to work by car. Add to this school runs, shopping runs, in and out deliveries, heavy through traffic between Barry and Penarth /Cardiff and this has lead to increased traffic levels over the last 5-10 years, in my experience of living in Sully for 25 years.

What use are walkways and cycle paths – miniscule in terms of the village of Sully! And it is a simple fact (from living and riving in this area for 28 years) that the vast majority of cyclists use the road rather then the very expensive cycle paths anyway. 

2.   McDonalds Roundabout

Taylor Wimpey insist that the private vehicles associated with their 540 house super development will impact traffic by 5%!! Even when population and housing will increase by 37%. It will bring an expected 720 extra private vehicles into the overall development! This does not include extra journeys by external vehicles e.g. delivery vans, school runs etc.

It should be noted that an independent survey of traffic issues did not agree with the findings of the Vale Planners or Taylor Wimpey but no significance has been attached to this and the findings have not been put forward for public consumption in an easily-accessible way. What were these findings and why are they wrong and the Council/Taylor Wimpey right?

Taylor Wimpey state that transport is not an issue and the highway system is not overloaded. It may not be chronically overloaded, as yet, but it is certainly under ever-increasing pressure. Sully is now caught in a heavily trafficked road issue, as residents of Penarth and Barry pass through Sully to avoid congestion in Dinas Powis. 

Emergency vehicles have been re-routed to drive through Sully rather than the traffic jam that is Dinas Powis. Where will they go in the future, and are they having issues already?

Yet there are no transport or traffic issues that these developments will add to, according to Taylor Wimpey and, by consent, the Vale Council.

If this is the case then why the contribution to improving this roundabout – which isn’t even in Sully? Is there a problem with the junction? Is it getting near overload?

3.      Education     

This is a massive amount of money for the Vale – their eyes must have lit up when this figure was discussed! Of course, this is a very small drop in the large ocean of money that will be spent on education over the coming 10,20,30,50 years. 

The Vale of Glamorgan spending budget for education and schools for 2016 was £94 million, that is for one year!

The headline looks good right now but there will be no more money to sustain education in the future from the developers. They will take their profit and goes elsewhere. Meanwhile the local community will need to find the finance to support these educational needs for the next 50-100 years. Short gain, long term pain.

I understand that new families coming into the area NOW are being turned away from local schools as places are not available. The money from Taylor Wimpey means nothing in the coming years as locals are left to try and live with an over-burdened educational system that requires tens of millions of pounds per year to run.

4.    Community facilities

It is fair to say that given the choice of a donation towards these facilities (what exactly are they) with a 540 house development attached, or leave as is, then the vast majority of residents of Sully would say…leave alone. 

5.    S106 Admin fee

The Council wants its cake and to eat it and charge the developer for doing so. Take money as bribes and then another one. A legal way to take money off a developer, it appears.

Transport issues

This is, by far, the biggest and most contentious issue in respect of this development. The developer says no real issue, the Vale Council, blinded by money and inefficiency, and actually eyesight and hearing, have agreed in respect of the 350 houses planned. Taylor Wimpey say all the evidence they used to get the 350 houses approved was based on 500 houses anyway, so what’s the problem.

The problem is that they are a company looking to make a profit and any other suggestion they put forward is of no consequence. They are not building out of the goodness of their corporate hearts, they want a profit. They will not give a damn about Sully once the development is finished, they want their profit. 

The residents of Sully and locals in the surrounding areas will be left to rue the ineptitude of the Vale Council and Welsh Assembly as they deal with the issues left behind by this over development in the coming decades!

There is no facility for rail travel within Sully. Taylor Wimpey say there is. On that basis they should develop Sully Island, it has land access twice a day! It is ridiculous to suggest rail travel is a viable option for travel from Sully when its use requires road transport to access it i.e. bus or car to another town / village. Air travel could be considered viable from Rhoose airport on that basis.

Taylor Wimpey agrees that new residents would likely follow existing residents travel methods.

Taylor Wimpey state there will be very little impact on the bus system in Sully - see Environmental Assessment Public Transport Assessment 6.113. They are fully aware that the development does not meet national and local planning requirements regarding developments being sited to utilise public transport, or promote public transport whilst reducing private car travel needs. 

Despite this they continually state that Sully is well served by public transport throughout their application. Section 2.39-2.41 of the Traffic Plan for the overall development clearly shows Taylor Wimpey’s acceptance of the travel and traffic issues but offers no precise plan to deal with it in respect of the development, merely to add to an existing local issue.

See the table below to show ‘methods of travel to work’ as per Census 2011 for key sites in the Vale.

	Census 2011
	Car Avl
	Train
	Train %
	Bus
	Bus %
	Car
	Car %
	Workers
	Non-workers
	Total

	Sully
	90%
	47
	3.0
	54
	3.5
	1237
	79.4
	1558
	910
	2468

	Rhoose
	90%
	176
	5.1
	50
	1.4
	2795
	80.6
	3468
	1646
	5114

	Llmajor
	86%
	197
	4.1
	82
	1.7
	3822
	78.8
	4852
	3060
	7912

	Dinas P
	86%
	318
	8.8
	76
	2.1
	2699
	74.8
	3607
	2021
	5628

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Penarth
	80%
	950
	8.8
	389
	3.8
	7098
	67.3
	10613
	5191
	15804


The Census 2011 figures for travel for key sites as stated in the LDP show that even with train stations in settlements, with the exception of Penarth (67%), 75-80% of workers in these settlements travel by car. When those sites have significant advantages in transport and infrastructure over Sully, better bus and rail routes, it stands to reason that Sully residents are unable to change their commuting ways without widespread infrastructure improvements. 

The LDP under discussion makes no reference to any highway, transport or infrastructure improvements to, from or in Sully or the ‘Sully transport corridor’ during the life of the Plan, which covers the period to 2026.

Travelling as I often do from Sully to Barry or Penarth, the evidence of increased road traffic compared to even 5 years ago is plain to see. For example, queues of traffic from Sully to Barry at peak times occur every day. Work at McDonald’s roundabout will do little to help. It is also a fact that the traffic has already passed through Sully to get there!

Any S106 contribution towards traffic calming issues in Sully mean that an issue has already been identified. That is before more traffic is added to the problem from this oversized and unwanted development. Increasing the traffic flow by putting in traffic calming is a ‘bandage’ fix of the problem and does nothing to reduce the cause i.e. increased road traffic.

Utility issues

The water supply in Sully is mediocre at best; the pressure is not very high. When I have asked Welsh Water to check low pressures on occasions they have advised that they are the best they can do. I was advised that the development of Sully Hospital impacted on the water supply demand in the area. 

Despite this Welsh Water say there will be no issues – still I suppose a trickle from our cold taps is all we need. 540 new homes and water pressure will be fine??

Ecology

Thank God that Taylor Wimpey and the Vale Council are looking after our protected newts – of course the newts don’t vote so no give back there. Pity these people can’t be so ‘protective’ of the human inhabitants that pay their wages but then we have no protection in these situations and so money rules!!

Affordable Housing

The developer has agreed to provide 40% affordable housing in the 350 houses agreed so far

This housing is lower cost, for average or below average incomes, or below market house values. However, in Sully especially, planners and developers must take into account the extra living costs involved. It cannot be considered socially or morally acceptable to bring residents to a development on the basis of lower than average housing costs but who then experience higher than average day-to-day living costs.

Affordable housing needs to be located strategically - near to supermarkets, employment, transport hubs, educational and medical facilities - with good public transport availability. Areas such as Penarth, Dinas Powis and Barry all have considerably more to offer for this type of housing. Comparable costs in Sully are higher due to the need for private transport and the increased trips  incurred for day-to-day life. There is a cost element to living in Sully and simply buying a property at a lower cost does not address the issue.

On this basis alone the size of this development and its associated affordable housing segment is not sociably acceptable. There is the potential that residents with these income issues could find themselves financially constrained when all the costs are weighed and could undermine their life style and well-being. There may also be a higher than expected turnover of properties due to being unable to sustain tenancies due to higher living costs.

Taylor Wimpey accept in their Environmental Assessment that Sully has:

higher than average private house ownership (see 5.59)

significantly less social rented housing than average (see 5.59)

higher house prices than average (see 5.61 & 5.61)

well below average unemployment (see 5.71)

an above average retired population (see 5.71)

some of the least deprived areas in the Vale or Wales as a whole (see 5.94).

Taylor Wimpey accept in their Traffic Plan that:

existing residents of Sully are heavily dependent on private cars for travel to work (see 2.39)

that new residents would be expected to follow suit (see 2.40)

None of the previous points support either Taylor Wimpey’s or even VOGC’s view that there is a recognised need for affordable housing in Sully, or that it can be delivered in a sustainable form, and point to an unsound element of the planning in the proposed LDP, and these applications. 

Socio-economic impact

Taylor Wimpey state that some 225 jobs could be generated as a result of these developments - some 75 during the course of the build on the site and the extra 150 being as a result of the ‘ripple effect’ of supply chain growth. These jobs are classified as construction or low skill service type roles. There is no direct evidence or undertakings from the developer that these jobs will be created, or directed to locals, or even appear. The data is merely based on national figures that are indicators, not actual evidence. 

Even given that some economic impact could result from the ongoing build of the development, the 5-7 year development time would mean any potential jobs would be ‘drip fed’ into the economy over a long period and therefore hardly significant. Once development has ceased what would be the position then - jobs lost?

Can Taylor Wimpey provide any evidence from current or previous developments that jobs have been created directly from them and the types of roles created? They also make reference to educational and vocational training being generated as a result of this type of development. Can Taylor Wimpey provide any evidence to substantiate this claim in respect of the proposed development?

The Proposed LDP 2011-2026

The current LDP for 2011-2026, yet to be agreed, identifies Sully as a key settlement within the LDP preferred strategy on the basis that it has an existing level of community facilities and infrastructure deemed appropriate to allow for a sustainable level of growth. Exactly what is meant by ‘a sustainable level of growth’. 

The implication of growth is something getting bigger, better, older – an ongoing process. Does this mean that even more houses are planned for Sully between now and 2026, or just more after 2026? Surely the developments should be phased over a period of time, not the ‘get it all done in one’ approach the Council is following now. 

The fact that the LDP is now well behind target, after all it is now 2017, 6 years into the planned period and the LDP still has not been adopted, means that it now lacks up-to-date information and interpretation. The period it covers needs to be extended further by some 6 years already. There is little point in having a proposed plan to cover a period when you are 6 years into that same period!

This seems an extremely short-sighted and misinformed attitude being shown by both the Welsh Assembly and Vale Council. There has been very little development in Sully over the last 2 decades so why is there now such an overriding and overwhelming need for housing in Sully, and why must it be on such a one-off drastic scale? 

Suitable phased smaller housing developments over the full period of the LDP would provide flexibility in response to a changing economic and social environment, something which Brexit and current world affairs will affect, without doubt.  Build 500 houses now, when there may be a call for significantly less houses in the future, seems to be as they say ‘putting all your eggs in one basket’. Phased developments also allow issues such as transport to been see more clearly and actions identified as a result.

Apparently the Government now wants to address the housing shortage, in particular the rental market, to provide more properties and choice. Encouraging generations to commit to rental costs, which become a living debt in that they never stop at any stage of life, will bring many problems to our social environment for years to come.

I have detailed as much as I can my objections and observations in respect of this new application. I ask that those parties involved in the decision making process regarding this application would take my comments in serious consideration and refuse the same.

Yours faithfully

J Blake
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