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LDP Rep: 1216 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1216 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Any growth in housing should be matched by similar growths in infrastructure and 
services to support the growing population - it is already difficult enough to get an 

NHS dentist for example - schools, access to medical services, the hospital should all 
be part of any impact assessment and suitable contribution to infrastructure 

enhancement made. 

1216 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1216 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Effort should be made to develop the park and ride railway station in Brackla in order 
to develop more sustainable travel options for the population of the surrounding area. 1216 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID The land off Waunscil Avenue on the boundary between Bridgend Town and Brackla 
is a site of importance to wildlife and is an essential green area buffer between 

Brackla and Bridgend Town. Under the Wellbeing of Future Generations (Wales) Act 
2015 there is a sustainable development principle placed on public bodies, including 
County Borough and Community/Town councils. They must maintain an enhance a 
biodiverse natural environment. This area is also an accessible natural greenspace 

that needs to be protected from development. The trees, woodland and hedgerows in 
this green space are of great importance, both as wildlife habitats and in terms of its 

contribution to the landscape character and beauty of the natural green space 
between Brackla and Bridgend Town. This are should be protected under the 

replacement LDP  along with the ancient woodland of Tremains Woods in Brackla. 

1216 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1216 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 
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ID Total support the need for traditional town centres to accommodate a wider array of 
uses than just retail, including community, health, leisure, residential and flexible co-

working spaces alongside areas of open space. 
1216 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID I would support the increase in development and use of more renewable sources of 
energy production such as wind, tidal and river flow. If balanced with sustainability 

more projects should be supported e.g. wind turbines 
1216 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID The land off Waunscil Avenue on the boundary between Bridgend Town and Brackla 
is a site of importance to wildlife and is an essential green area buffer between 

Brackla and Bridgend Town. Under the Wellbeing of Future Generations (Wales) Act 
2015 there is a sustainable development principle placed on public bodies, including 
County Borough and Community/Town councils. They must maintain an enhance a 
biodiverse natural environment. This area is also an accessible natural greenspace 

that needs to be protected from development. The trees, woodland and hedgerows in 
this green space are of great importance, both as wildlife habitats and in terms of its 

contribution to the landscape character and beauty of the natural green space 
between Brackla and Bridgend Town. This are should be protected under the 

replacement LDP  along with the ancient woodland of Tremains Woods in Brackla. 

1216 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1216 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1216 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1216 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID There should be an additional proposal of development and establishment of a park 
and ride railway station at Brackla in the next 3 years or sooner, to support lower 

carbon and more sustainable transport solutions for Brackla. Its interesting to note 
that Brackla is not mentioned or covered in any of the proposals set out in the 

consultation. 

1216 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID 
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1216 Given the covid-19 pandemic there may have been scope to extend the consultation 
on the deposit replacement LDP to gain a fuller and richer response from a wider 

range of stakeholders. 
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LDP Rep: 1217 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1217 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1217 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1217 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1217 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1217 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1217 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1217 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1217 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1217 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1217 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1217 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1217 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID As a resident of this area for more than fifty years and invested in the local community 
through various bodies, I know the area well.   I am anxious about the projected 

development around the area of the A48 Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau.   I think this 
development will be an environmental disaster to the whole area which includes 

country lanes and lots of wild life.   What about the safety of walkers and cyclists in 
the country lanes around the Dipping bridge area and on the lane to Merthyr Mawr, 
due to the increase in traffic.  I fear that so many new houses will lead to increased 

congestion on Ewenny Road and the A48.  Crossing the A48 has always been 
hazardous for pedestrians and that will represent a major risk for families on that side 

of the A48. 

1217 
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LDP Rep: 1218 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1218 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1218 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1218 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1218 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1218 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1218 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1218 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1218 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1218 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1218 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1218 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1218 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1218 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 

1218 
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the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 
County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1219 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1219 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1219 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1219 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1219 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1219 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1219 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1219 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1219 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1219 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1219 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1219 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1219 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1219 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To whom it may concern,  I am - like very many others in the Bridgend -vehemently 
opposed to developing even more housing in this area.   The remaining hut  of Island 
Far,m prisoner of  war camp; Merthyr Mawr village and the Listed dipping bridge are 

buildings of local historic importance.   Merthyr Mawr Dunes are a Site of Special 
Scientific Importance.   Building any houses at all in this area stands to destroy all 
this. There would be a massive increase in traffic in the area,  damage to the roads 

(and potentially damage beyond repair the aforementioned listed bridge.  The 
roundabout on the A48 is chaos on a normal day with traffic backing up long 

distances, without adding a massive increase in traffic.  I travel this way every day to 
work in the Vale of Glam, after dropping my daughter off in school in Porthcawl.   The 
roundabout (or the lane past the dipping bridge) cannot cope with the traffic using it at 

present.  Adding to tgis in the amounts suggested is positively absurd.    Not to 
mention destroying the biodiversity of the surrounding fields and nature reserve. The 
damage to habitats and historic landscapes can never be repaired!  See also below 

further objections.  Plans to  Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of 
COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend  Para 
1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to 
produce outputs including: · maximising well-being and creating sustainable places 
through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a 

vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 
consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 

1219 
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the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 
south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 

landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 
environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 

Reserve.  In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there.  The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not possess the environmental 
capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 

response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 
countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 

stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 
diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 

the opposite impact for current and future generations.  In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’  It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies.  In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 
aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough.  Can we look 
instead to develop housing in disused buildings in Bridgend town centre if needed, 
and encourage people to walk and enhance public transport provision.  I await your 

response. 
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LDP Rep: 1220 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1220 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1220 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1220 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1220 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1220 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1220 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1220 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1220 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1220 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1220 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1220 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1220 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1220 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To whom it may concern Please note my general comments prior to a detailed 
comment. This local authority now has an opportunity to not repeat the previous 

cultural damage made by the same party in power as now sadly. This was the terribly 
sad destruction of the majority of Island Farm Prisoner of War camp. I really urge you 
to learn from the errors in your recent past and make right those grave wrongs. This 

was destruction of local history and denial of the option to generate a significant 
tourism development opportunity. The same party were the leaders then as now who 
are contemplating this further damaging act. In addition, local resources cannot cope 
and some apolitical common sense has to emerge. The NHS in Wales is already the 

worst performing of any of the home nations and local resources where current 
waiting times are the worst in the UK will not cope. You need to understand that in the 
next 10 years the % growth of over 75 will be greater than 40% and that is where the 
majority of NHS demand comes from. Cwm Taf UHB will not cope and it is gravely 

irresponsible not to take this into account. This will damage the outstanding beauty of 
the nearby area and you need to be mindful of the negative impact on future 

generations. Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the 
LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 
sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 

Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial 

areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 
protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 
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making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 
the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 

County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. Thanks 
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LDP Rep: 1143 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1143 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1143 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1143 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1143 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1143 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1143 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1143 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1143 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1143 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1143 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1143 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1143 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1143 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID In relation to the above draft plan and consultation process, I make the following 
comments. In relation to  Penyfai: • GREEN SPACE:  Residents believe the LDP 
should recognise and mark both the Pheasant Field  (Pen y fai Kick about area - 
NHCC CAT Transfer for 35 years) and Cavendish Park  BOTH  as green leisure 

spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised  and marked as such in the 
published LDP. • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There is a small 

settlement proposed  in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma community - 
the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of Aberkenfig already 
has a site less than 1 mile away form the one proposed. Also the LDP plans to place 

one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the travelling /Roma 
community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the ward and 

immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty  (near Pennsylvania 
Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a network to 

surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to  wider biodiversity.  I ask BCBC to 
consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards.  o I am opposed to 

this and wish for a more appropriate site to be considered. • ‘SMALL 
DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent years  have eroded green 
space, ecological-ly rich habitats, and changed the face of our community as well as 
put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This fundamentally flies in the face of what 

the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it will not do. Addi-tionally such 
developments  often fail to make a full case that they are meeting the overall 

objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration of  sustainable 
communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the plan. The LDP  
notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to clearly identify 

potential places / candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a  complete or 
sufficient consultation document for  Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am 
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opposed to  ‘small scale’ developments and believe  this should be removed from the 
plan.   Permitted householder developments would be acceptable.   Further housing 

developments are not required in village.  Experience has shown where small 
developments have been built previously (and most recently Colman Vale),  it has not 

added any positive social or economic value or impact  or benefit to the community 
whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on our village roads, created more 

environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to residents and damage to 
householders proper-ty and grass verges that have been carefully planted up by 
NHCC using residents precept payments over the years. It has created further 

unnecessary pressure on the infrastructure in terms of the local school and health 
care services.   There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 
route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 
village community - it would not be sustainable development. Many parents are forced 

to pay for buses or use their own vehicles to get their children safely to school 
(whether that be the catchment school or others). o My view is the LDP should delete 
small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village.  In relation to PLA3 Land 
West of Bridgend, Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site I hereby 
object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on 
the follow-ing grounds. · The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 
new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. A further 850 
house would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary 
to good planning principles and the statements made within the LDP. · Potentially the 

site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Coleman and Newcastle Higher 
Ward as this urbanisation could create an undesirable precedent for further 

urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, 
making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would cause further 

coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in 
the west.  · Even  housing stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’n this area  would 
likely be beyond the means of most young persons due to the nature of the area. · 

Infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contribu-tions from a developer 
would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to 

other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making principles stated in 
the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS 

services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · Further along 
the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted 

locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road traffic 
would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 

urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s ob-jective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough. · This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage · The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have 
been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly 
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valued by local people and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the 
impact and loss. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance 

costs onto the community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the 
commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of 

positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that 

is struggling with pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that main road, 
this is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase through the Cefn 

Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park Street congestion and to 
access the M4. · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  

fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.                                               
· The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous :- o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recom-mended by the developer, would cause 

unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Al-ternative vehicle movements would 
not be equally convenient to any users of the lane net-work, and the unintended 

consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

ve-hicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 

expand this development further northwards. In summary we are against this proposal 
as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to achieve - this proposal 
puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong 

location. Oth-er sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to support a 
development of this nature, with less impact.  General observations on the wider 

planning issues:  I have observed developers can, and have made arguments after 
planning consent has been granted, to reduce the levels of social housing based on 
financial viability and profits and to negotiate changes in conditions.  This should not 
be allowed to continue.  Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas where 
development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on;  community voices 
in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an issue on 

new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not been 
adopted is creating problems and unsafe routes creating hazards and falls risks. 

3371



LDP Rep: 573 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

573 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

573 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

573 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

573 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

573 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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573 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

573 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

573 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

573 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID DRAFT LDP: SITE “PLA 3”, LALESTON / BRYNTIRION “CIRCUS FIELD” AND 
SURROUNDS  I refer to the “template letter” which has been used by many residents 
as a basis for their objections. I wish to endorse the contents of that letter, a copy of 
which I have already signed and transmitted to BCBC. I also ask that this site should 

be deleted from the LDP proposals, on the following additional grounds. Where 
appropriate I refer to pages (P.) and paragraphs (Pr.) of the Deposit Consultation 

Document.  P.74,  Pr. 52.21: Coalescing of communities  References in this 
paragraph claiming that the development would “form a natural green buffer” is 

nonsensical. The proposal takes a green wedge, which is already a “natural green 
buffer” beyond the built-up boundary of Bridgend and urbanises it by shifting that 

boundary to the west, encroaching on a Special Landscape Area and covering it with 
housing. The last sentence of this paragraph admits to this encroachment by referring 

to a plan to prevent any “further encroachment” using a legal agreement. This plan 
does not exist. No evidence is provided to guarantee that this agreement ever will 

exist. The contents of this paragraph are not consistent with the “Masterplan 
Development Principles” mentioned at P.71, Pr.(d). To the east of the green wedge is 

the community of Bryntirion which, with its adjoining communities of Cefn Glas, 
Llangewydd Court, West House and Broadlands, constitute a densely populated outer 

suburb of the town of Bridgend. To the west of the green wedge is the village of 
Laleston, which while being part of a wider Laleston Community Council area, is also 

currently recognisable as a distinct village community.  Laleston village currently 
benefits from the proximity of the urban area to the east, for access to shops, 

secondary school and other services. Bryntirion benefits from its proximity to Laleston, 
for its green, rural aspect, access routes and footpaths which improve the quality of 

life. Removing the green wedge would present a miserable aspect to both 
communities and would reduce amenity to residents over a wide area and have 

negative visual impact on this important gateway into Bridgend town.  The developers 
might argue that they are not coalescing communities, and that their development is 
confined to the community of Bryntirion. This argument will not stand up to scrutiny. It 
will not wash. It is not being cynical, but realistic, to suggest that when marketing their 
houses, the developers would advertise them as being in Laleston, and not Bryntirion. 
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This would make a substantial difference to their house prices at no extra cost. The 
prospective developer cannot have it both ways.  In Appendix 5, P.20 the statement 
by the consultants engaged by the developer that there are “no significant effects”, 

that Laleston will “retain its character as a discrete settlement” and that coalescence 
has an “impact of a minor order” are open to serious challenge, and acquiescence on 
this flimsy “evidence” by the planning authority could even form a firm basis for judicial 

review. Despite claims made in the Deposit Document the development would 
objectively coalesce the two communities. The development would end Laleston as a 
village and remove a green space from the visual and physical amenity of residents of 

Bryntirion and other urban areas to the west and south. P.71, Pr. (a) refers to an 
“urban extension of Bridgend”.  This is inconsistent with the claim that communities 
are not being coalesced. If BCBC planners were to support the developers in this 
inconsistency, they would be guilty of bad planning.  Landscape and loss of visual 
amenity; well-being and future generations; sustainability  Given that the document 

concedes that this is an “urban extension”, it follows that this site is best described as 
a “development outside defined settlement boundaries”.  It is also a fact that the 

council ward of Laleston is designated as “rural” by BCBC for the purposes of its RDP 
(rural development programme).  All the above must mean that DNP1 on P.186: Pr. 

“The Countryside and Landscape” applies to this site. The planning policy states: “All 
development outside defined settlement boundaries must ensure that the integrity of 

the countryside is conserved and enhanced. There is a presumption against 
development in the countryside. (Italics supplied). The developers have made no 

effort to demonstrate that any of the 13 exceptions listed under DNP1 apply to this 
site. Furthermore, they have not demonstrated any housing need at this particular 

location. The development would inflict a serious loss of valued landscape and visual 
amenity. It would violate historic rights of way, which have always been treasured by 
local people and nurtured by the Community Council, and which are even more vital 

to well-being and future generations in a post-Covid context. The so-called green 
corridors the developers would leave behind would present a comparatively miserable 

aspect, and once the developers have made their profit and left the area the 
responsibility for and cost of their upkeep would pass on to the community. This 
raises the serious issue of sustainability. These aspects alone provide sufficient 

reason to dismiss the application as they are contrary not only to acts of the Welsh 
Parliament but also to Wales’s basic constitutional commitment to sustainable 
development.  History and archaeology; ancient and semi-ancient woodland; 

biodiversity.  The proposed development is clearly in conflict with the following 
principles of good planning as outlined in the draft document.  P.27, LS1: Important 

landscapes          LS2: Historic environment  P.182, SP17: Conservation and 
enhancement of the natural environment P.193, DNP5: Local and Regional Nature 
Conservation Sites, including DNP5(2), Site of Importance for Nature Conservation 

(SINC)  In the draft document, Page 71, Pr.(a), the would-be developer makes light of 
the above considerations. A SINC and Scheduled Ancient Monument are mentioned, 

without any proper consideration of their significance. Pr.(c) mentions trees, 
hedgerows and habitat. Pr.(d) mentions landscape, a Special Landscape Area, and a 

“sense of place”. No detail is attached to any of these topics, the underlying issues 
are skimmed over. Merely mentioning these aspects will not do. The onus is on the 

developer to demonstrate that all these aspects can be fully mitigated.  Appendix 5, P. 
15-21, contains the findings of consultants, paid for by the developer. I hereby 

challenge these findings as incomplete, inaccurate and biased. They are based on 
desk research, and there is no evidence of fieldwork research. The qualifications and 
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credentials of the person(s) tasked with this item are not revealed. The viewing of 
Google Maps and satellite pictures is no substitute for local knowledge and 

investigation on the ground.  Opinions expressed by consultants on certain areas 
such as “limited botanical interest” and “species poor” are unevidenced and some are 

manifestly untrue. They are based on speculation as opposed to hard evidence.   
Statements on P.19 Pr. “Arboculture” put in plain sight the applicant’s intention to 

destroy trees.  Let us not forget that the site mainly consists of Grade 2 agricultural 
land, the highest grade available in Wales. At a time when the twin problems of Brexit 

and Covid are threatening supply chains, and the media are reporting empty 
supermarket shelves, it is difficult to explain why BCBC is being asked to even 

consider low density development, in what has in the recent past called “executive” 
style at this particular greenfield site, when as will be argued below, there is potential 
for affordable and social housing more attuned to the  economic and social need of  
modern local families, on brownfield sites that have not been incorporated into the 

housing allocations in the draft document. Last but not least, it is relevant to mention 
that many parents and grandparents have commented how much they value the fact 

that the PLA3 site provides their children and grandchildren the opportunity to see 
sheep and cattle, in a natural environment, a short walk from their homes. Such 

considerations are not to be dismissed in a world where we claim to be concerned 
about well-being and mental health, and where the most highly qualified physicians in 
this field are stressing the importance of greenery in the environment,  In response to 
P.20, Pr. “Archaeology” one is tempted to reply, “No kidding, Mr. Sherlock!” when the 

consultants reveal that there are “No World Heritage Sites” affected. However, the 
written historical record, together with the experience of local people who use the 
extensive Rights of Way network is that there is a definite “sense of place” which 

already exists, and which would casually be destroyed, judging by the cavalier attitude 
revealed by the developer and their consultants in these pages.  The development 

puts pressure on the field known as Cae’r Hen Eglwys. On P.73, Pr. 12, an 
unsubstantiated claim is made, that the development would “positively  integrate” the 
remains of Llangewydd Church and Churchyard Ancient Monument, “in a manner that 

preserves and enhances the remains as part of the wider site.” In truth, this ancient 
monument and its standing stones would be endangered by this development. In 

Appendix 5, P.17, Pr. “Land Ownership”, it is claimed that Llanmoor Development Co. 
Ltd. has “complete control over the whole land-holding”. This raises questions. If 

these claims are true, why is the field “Cae’r Hen Eglwys” not included on the map 
within the development boundary? Is there an agreement with the owner of the field? 
Also, what exactly is meant when the text refers to the “wider site”? In the absence of 

answers within the documentation, it is reasonable to conclude that the would-be 
developers have an eye on the future, and permission to build up to Llangewydd 

Road Lane would be followed by further applications, putting press.. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID putting pressure on the planning system for permission to cross the road and develop 
onwards towards the railway main line, the motorway and village of Penyfai.  It is also 
reasonable to conclude that the removal of a “natural” boundary is the true motive for 

the proposal to “pedestrianise” a portion of Llangewydd Road. There are various 
vague references in the documentation to “future development”, and these can be 

taken to signal very clearly that there are longer term ambitions to put further housing 
to the north and west. Testimony from residents confirms the presence of a rich stock 

573 

3375



of rural wildlife, for example: ancient trees including oaks; flora including orchids, 
meadow flowers, fungi, mosses, and a mix of hedgerow species which date the 

hedgerows in terms of hundreds of years. As for fauna, there are regular sightings of 
fox, rabbit, weasel, squirrel, dormouse, hedgehog, frog and toad. There are bats, and 
a variety of birds, including birds of prey.  Historical significance and archaeological 
potential are indicated by the following quotations:  “Llangewydd Lane and Penyfai 

Lane on the west are ridgeways or harrow ways, and therefore carry back their origins 
to prehistoric times”.  -  H.J.Randall: Bridgend, The Story of a Market Town, Johns, 
Newport, 1955.  “The fee of Llangewydd with its church passed from the Scurlage 

family to the monks of Margam before the end of the 12th Century.” “In the early years 
of the 13th Century, Morgan ap Caradoc ap Iestyn, held the fee of Newcastle, 

Bridgend, and he and his heirs granted much land to Margam Abbey. Some of this 
land was sited in the Laleston-Llangewydd area” (After the Act of Dissolution of the 
Monasteries of 1536) “no time was wasted in the disposal of abbey lands. Sir Rice 

Mansel of Gower acquired the lease of a fair sized portion, which included…coal pits 
at Cefn Cribwr, tithes in Penyfai, and the granges at Llangewydd”. - A.L.Evans: 

Margam Abbey, published by the author, Port Talbot, 1958.  “The monks of Margam 
acquired at considerable expense a long-term lease of a knight’s fee which lay close 
to the abbey, at Llangewydd….The monks, seeing the contract with the knight to be 

very profitable, secured a lease of the parish church and after an interval of time 
expelled the parishioners from their homes and razed the church to the ground”. - Dr. 

Fred Cowley, Gerald of Wales and Margam Abbey, Margam Lectures, Friends of 
Margam Abbey, 1988.  “Ffordd y Gyfraith, the ‘Road of the Law’… this is how the 

officers of the Marcher Lords would have travelled to the Welsh uplands. It is also how 
pilgrims went to Llangynwyd… The Ffordd y Gyfraith crosses the main Bridgend road 
at the east end of Laleston village. In medieval times there was a wayside cross, or 
pilgrim’s marker standing here. You can still see the socketed base almost buried in 
the roadside verge.” - Prof. Madeleine Gray, et.al., Laleston Stones Trail, pamphlet, 

Laleston Community Council and BCBC, 2012.  “ The requirement for more homes is 
not necessary. Regarding the extensive archaeological landscape that would be 

affected by such a development, it can only be described as significant” - Karl-James 
Langford, FSAScot, MLitt (Archaeology), PgDip (Archaeology and History), Fellow of 

the Society of Antiquarians. Author: Romans in South Wales, Archaeology Cymru 
Media, Barry, 2021.  Unbalanced development; pressure on infrastructure; 

alternatives.  At a recent meeting between Laleston Community Councillors and 
planning officers, it was estimated that roughly 10,000 houses had been built in the 
county in recent years. Of those 10,000 over 3000 had been built within a two mile 

radius of the site PLA 3 (locally known as the “Circus Field”). This is already a severe 
case of over-intensification. All five of the so-called “strategic sites” in the deposit plan 

are in the Bridgend constituency, none in the Ogmore constituency. Four of the five 
are south of the M4 (it is only the “sine wave” shape of the M4 at Pyle that puts one 
site just to its north). The north-south imbalance occurs for alleged reasons which 

result from previous planning decisions, largely involving out-of-town shopping areas 
close to the M4.  The decisions that have made a motorway junction (J.36) a 

destination in its own right, thus contributing to the disrupting of north-south traffic 
flows, and apparently making the north of the county a no-go area for developers, are 

historic and cannot now be rectified without major expenditure from Welsh 
Government level. However, the imminent danger of further imbalance in the vicinity 

of Site PLA3 can be tackled at county level. This can be achieved by the simple 
method of deleting the site from the draft LDP.  Deletion would help BCBC to avoid 
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violating its own place-making ambitions and policies.   Other correspondents will 
have commented at length about various infrastructure pressures. I will focus on just 
one.   We are used to hearing that Bryntirion Comprehensive School is full. We have 

instances of families living within yards of the school who must send their children 
elsewhere. Recent and current housing developments have created a need for further 
spaces as shown here.  Location                                                 No. of houses Heol ty 
Maen (off Barnes Ave)               200 Elm Crescent (former OCLP car park)   5 Ysgol 

Bryn Castell, Phase 2                  127 Sunnyside                                              59 
TOTAL                                                   391  Using Welsh Government planning 

guidance this is estimated to create 93 additional students on the school roll. BCBC 
estimates that, considering the utilisation rate for each teaching space, this will require 

a block of 6 additional classrooms, with additional services including toilets. A 
feasibility study is currently being carried out, and it must be stressed that planning 

permission is not a foregone conclusion. Neither is the outcome of a traffic 
assessment, which could quite possibly conclude that highway conditions 

approaching the school could not support this expansion. In summary therefore, the 
position is as follows:  Yes, the developer is incorporating a primary school on the 
proposed site, but where would secondary students go? The developer might be 
required to contribute to secondary places through a Section 106 Agreement. But 

provision at Bryntirion has yet to catch up with housebuilding under the existing LDP, 
and there is at the time of writing no guarantee that even this can be achieved. To 

plan now for yet more housing in the same school catchment area for the next LDP is 
just bad planning, bordering on the irresponsible. If highway capacity, budgetary 

pressures, or other factors prevent further expansion at Bryntirion, then secondary 
students from PLA 3 would have to be directed to schools at other locations, at worst 

requiring statutory home-to-school transport, or at best within a lengthy walking 
distance that would violate central principles of the “Place Making Charter” to which 
BCBC is committed.  Alternatives: if not here, then where?  PLA3 is an example of a 

bad planning site, whereas PLA2 (Island Farm) is to be commended as a good 
planning site. It is largely a brownfield site, with conservation areas, and a listed 

building (Hut 9) which will of course be protected. There is a secondary school nearby 
with capacity for expansion. Good active travel links to the town centre are already 

becoming available, and there is excellent potential for more, utilising attractive routes 
across Newbridge Fields, which could include a riverside walk. Land for A48 

improvements has been protected and there would be Section 106 provision for road 
widening and junction upgrades.  There is even long-term potential fairly close by (not 
mentioned in the plan) for a new metro station on the VoG Railway. The plan includes 
a primary school, and a new campus for Heronsbridge School, and there is a declared 

council ambition that this would become recognised as the best special secondary 
school in Wales. Not mentioned in the plan is the fact that relocating Heronsbridge 
would create a vacated brownfield site with potential for housing at Ewenny Road. 

Immediately next door, at Cowbridge Road, another brownfield housing site, again not 
mentioned in the draft plan, is due to be created by the council-college joint project to 

relocate Bridgend College to what would be a council owned town centre site, at 
Cheapside. I therefore propose that PLA3 is deleted from the draft document and 

replaced by a housing allocation at a combined brownfield site at Ewenny Road and 
Cowbridge Road, consisting of high-quality town housing including social and 

affordable allocations. This could focus on the smaller dwellings that are identified as 
a shortage on P. 29, Pr. LS11, and this would be more appropriately matched to 

identified needs than the PLA3 proposal. Overall, these amendments to the 
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development plan would serve to enhance council ambitions for the town centre, while 
saving green open space at Bryntirion/ Laleston for future generations, redistributing 

demand for school places to match supply more closely, prioritise brownfield over 
greenfield, development, and support conservation and biodiversity.   Deleting PLA3 

would align the LDP more closely with the environmental issues identified on P.27-29, 
in particular: LS1 – important landscapes LS2 – historic environment LS6 – areas with 

known poor air quality (the A473 at Park Streer) LS7 – highway network congestion 
(Bryngolau, Merlin Crescent, Broadlands A473 traffic lights, Broadlands A48 

roundabout, Heol YNant) LS10 – shortfall in affordable housing LS 11 – shortage in 
the provision of smaller dwellings LS14 – accessible natural open space. In a nutshell, 
deleting PLA 3 would help provide the right type of housing in the right places instead 

of the wrong type of housing in the wrong place. 
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LDP Rep: 1222 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1222 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1222 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1222 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1222 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1222 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1222 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1222 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1222 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1222 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1222 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1222 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1222 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1222 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Are you prepared to give this up for the development of 847 houses…  Remember we 
are just the guardians of this beautiful countryside and if we let it go there’s no turning 

back. PLEASE REGISTER YOUR OBJECTION WITH BCBC BY COPYING AND 
PASTING THIS   Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) 
and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of 

the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce 
outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 

1222 
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than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 
previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1223 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1223 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1223 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1223 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1223 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1223 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1223 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1223 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1223 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1223 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1223 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1223 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1223 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1223 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 
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the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 
County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1224 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No 

1224 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID No 

1224 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID no 

1224 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID No 

1224 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID No 

1224 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID No 

1224 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID no 

1224 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID No 

1224 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 
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1224 i support the conservation and enhancement of the natural, historic and archeological 
environment of the County, which would logically prevent the building of new 

structures on greenfield sites - provision of necessary housing and industry should be 
achieved by the use of brown field sites, and infill in existing housing/ industrial areas. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID No 

1224 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID No 

1224 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID No 

1224 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I oppose the proposal  to extend the area of Development to south of the A48, on the 
grounds that it will:- 1 Have a deleterious effect on the protected wildlife of the whole 
area to the south of the A48 2 Seriously damage the unique environment that is the 
Merthyr Mawr village and the important country side between the A48, Ewenni, and 

the sea. At the moment there is a 'green barrier' that protects this area - the new 
buildings would be built on this green area, and so destroy it, and the atmosphere and 
integrity of the whole unique area.   3 Create an increase in traffic in the area, which 
must have adverse effects on climate change, safety and the exacerbate the existing 
flow of traffic - which already uses New Inn Road as a by-pass for the A48. I support 
improved walking and cycling routes, and the improvement of public transport - I am 

sceptical of the benefits of changes to local highways. 

1224 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID No 

1224 
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LDP Rep: 1225 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1225 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1225 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1225 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1225 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1225 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1225 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1225 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1225 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1225 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1225 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1225 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1225 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1225 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · guide growth 
and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 

1225 
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the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 
County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1226 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1226 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1226 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1226 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1226 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1226 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1226 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1226 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1226 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3390



1226 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1226 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1226 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1226 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 

1226 
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development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1226 

3392



LDP Rep: 1227 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1227 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1227 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1227 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1227 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1227 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1227 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1227 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1227 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3393



1227 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1227 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1227 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1227 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1227 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 

1227 

3394



the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 
County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 

3395



LDP Rep: 1228 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1228 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1228 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1228 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1228 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1228 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1228 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1228 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1228 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3396



1228 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1228 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1228 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1228 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1228 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 

1228 

3397



the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 
County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 

3398



LDP Rep: 1229 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and 
the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, 

enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, 
workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, 
resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of 

communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable sustainable 
economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of housing and 

growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its residents meet 
this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates on high 

environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 

1229 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1229 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1229 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1229 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1229 

3399



 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1229 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1229 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1229 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1229 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1229 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1229 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1229 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 

1229 

3400



the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 
south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 

landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 
environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 

Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 

allowed to. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1229 

3401



LDP Rep: 1189 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1189 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1189 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1189 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1189 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1189 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1189 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1189 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1189 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3402



1189 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1189 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1189 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1189 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 

1189 

3403



The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1189 

3404



LDP Rep: 1230 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1230 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1230 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1230 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1230 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1230 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1230 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1230 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1230 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3405



1230 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1230 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1230 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1230 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 

1230 
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possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-
crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 

Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.   The proposed development would be a misuse of grade 2 agricultural land. It 
can be difficult to enter the main road through the village of Laleston and the 

Bryntirion housing estate would have an adverse effect and make the problem much 
worse. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1230 
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LDP Rep: 1231 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1231 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1231 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1231 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1231 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1231 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1231 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1231 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1231 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3408



1231 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1231 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1231 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1231 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
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possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-
crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 

Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1231 
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LDP Rep: 1232 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1232 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1232 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1232 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1232 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1232 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1232 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1232 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1232 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3411



1232 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1232 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1232 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1232 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1232 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I hereby object to any further development along the Llynfi Valley and surrounding 
area and ask for BCBC  to consider the potential direct and indirect impact these 

developments would have on the Tondu and  Aberkenfig area, which form part of the 
Valleys Gateway and believe more local consultation is required on  these issues.  • I 

believe any proposed significant residential developments in Maesteg and 
LLangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which BCBC has within the 

LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues when looking at the access to 
the M4 corridor at J36. • The LDP states - 'Unspecified improvements to the A4063 
between Tondu and Maesteg' - this suggests that BCBC recognises this road is at 
capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic from 

WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further developments along the 
route, will punish the homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with excessive noise 

and air pollution. The Welsh Government will be legislating on air quality, and the  
authority is advised to ensure its LDP is future proofed for dealing with this. We would 
request that BCBC carried out an environment investigation to monitor this serious o • 

Whilst pleased to see that the LDP acknowledged that there are capacity issues 
which would  constrain further significant residential development, we are concerned 
the LDP lacks insufficient  plans for affordable housing and that the targets set are far 
too low and that the suggestion that  S106 will deliver social and affordable housing is 
unrealistic. • I feel a lack of consideration has been given to the provision of medical 
facilities. At present there is  already a 2 -3 week waiting period for a call back from 
most local surgeries. The electorate will not  accept that this is dismissed as out of 

BCBC authority. We want to see and take confidence that  these concerns are being 
address or are BCBC prepared for the backlash when surgeries reach  capacity? 

What the residents and what the electors want to know is where in BCBC planning 
rigour  is the modelling of acceptable targeted time for a resident to get a simple 
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doctors appointment. • More housing means an increase in noise and air pollution, the 
LDP shows a lack of attention to the  impact these developments will have! This leads 
us to question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s  promotion of improving the environment 
and people’s health and well-being? • I consider policies over green spaces and play 

areas should be strengthened to ensure more of them and better access to walk/cycle 
routes and more investment in public transport! • I must raise concerns about the 

significant residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ new homes) 
and whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit Consultation 

document states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 new homes are 
required. However, we consider this statement is not evidence based and simply 
speculative. • Sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic as the 

likelihood is that fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre offices 
post pandemic. This will lead to more empty office space and the LDP should focus 

on converting this to housing and arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant town 
centre.  • Targets for affordable housing are far too low – all the evidence suggests 

relying on S106 is not delivering affordable or social housing. 
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LDP Rep: 1234 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1234 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1234 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1234 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1234 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1234 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1234 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1234 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1234 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3414



1234 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1234 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1234 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1234 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1234 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1235 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID I am particularly concerned with the proposals to build between Laleston and 
Bryntirion and at Island Farm. The proposal to build 850 houses at Laleston is 
preposterous when the current housing capacity of Laleston Village is only 670 

houses. This will completely alter the nature of the village. 

1235 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Unless you are prepared to improve the services and facilities then you don't have a 
growth strategy you have a disaster strategy. 1235 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID What about maintaining the green space between the a48 and Merthyr Mawr? 

1235 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1235 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID There is nothing that I can see that will add to these things, the only additions are 
massive amounts of housing and very little infrastructure. 1235 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1235 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Why aren't you investing money in the town centre before it gets so bad we may as 
well knock it down and start again? 1235 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID How will you achieve this? 

1235 
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9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Merthyr Mawr is a site of special scientific interest, why do you want to build there? 

1235 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1235 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1235 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1235 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Badly planned and adding hundreds more homes to these areas will cripple the 
already over burgeoned services. 1235 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Go back to the drawing board and think again. 

1235 
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LDP Rep: 1236 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1236 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1236 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1236 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1236 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1236 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1236 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1236 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1236 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3419



1236 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1236 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1236 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1236 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 
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development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation.  From a moral point of view how much longer 
can we contemplate destroying nature with such greenfield developments? LDP - 

Legal Desecration Proposals. Infrastructure will not support such developments. Who 
are the houses for? I am not an environmentalist just simply a realist. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1237 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1237 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1237 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1237 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1237 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1237 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1237 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1237 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1237 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1237 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1237 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1237 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1237 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 
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development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1238 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1238 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1238 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1238 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1238 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1238 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1238 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1238 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1238 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1238 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1238 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1238 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1238 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
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possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-
crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 

Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1239 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1239 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1239 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1239 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1239 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1239 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1239 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1239 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1239 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1239 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1239 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1239 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1239 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
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possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-
crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 

Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  We support the objections outlined in this paper. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1240 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1240 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1240 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1240 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1240 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1240 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1240 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1240 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1240 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1240 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1240 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1240 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1240 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1240 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I  hereby object to any further development along the Llynfi Valley and surrounding 
area and ask for BCBC to consider the potential direct and indirect impact these 

developments would have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which form part of the 
Valleys Gateway and believe more local consultation is required on these issues.  •       

I believe any proposed significant residential developments in Maesteg and 
Llangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which BCBC has within the 

LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues when looking at the access to 
the M4 corridor at J36.  •       The LDP states - 'Unspecified improvements to the 

A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - this suggests that BCBC recognises this road 
is at capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic from 
WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further developments along the 

route, will drastically affect the homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with 
excessive noise and air pollution. In addition, even now the traffic  congestion at peak 
times is terrible and it will only get worse with extra development.  No  effort is being 
put in to alleviate the situation by rail investment eg creating a station for joint use by 
the paper mills WEPA, which could save hundreds of lorry journeys per day!  •       I 
feel a lack of consideration has been given to the provision of medical facilities. At 
present there is already a 2 -3 week waiting period for a call back from most local 

surgeries. The electorate will not accept that this is dismissed as out of BCBC 
authority. We want to see and take confidence that these concerns are being address 
or are BCBC prepared for the backlash when surgeries reach capacity?  •       More 

housing means an increase in noise and air pollution, the LDP shows a lack of 
attention to the impact these developments will have! This leads us to question how 

this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of improving the environment and people’s health 
and well-being?  •       I consider policies over green spaces and play areas should be 

strengthened to ensure more of them and better access to walk/cycle routes and 
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more investment in public transport!  •       I am  concerned about the significant 
residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ new homes) and 

whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit Consultation document 
states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 new homes are required. 

However, we consider this statement is not evidence based and simply speculative.  •       
Sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic as the likelihood is that 
fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre offices post pandemic. 

This will lead to more empty office space and the LDP should focus on converting this 
to housing and arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant town centre. 
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LDP Rep: 1241 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1241 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1241 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1241 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1241 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1241 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1241 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1241 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1241 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1241 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1241 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1241 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1241 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1241 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I am absolutely disgusted and very disappointed that BCBC can even think about 
letting this development happen in such a fabulous beauty spot . The traffic in and 

around Bridgend is a breaking point , the hospital in bridgend will not be able to cope 
with more developments around the county. The owner of the land as you know own 
many properties and are empty and have been for many years but the council allow 
this ! Why is this ? . Surely this is wrong . My veiws probably won’t even be looked at 

as the council have probably made their decision . I’m voting on the behalf of my 
family myself  

 If this development goes , we will leave the county of Bridgend 
due to the pure greed of BCBC . Many thanks. I hope for a reply . 
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LDP Rep: 1242 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1242 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1242 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1242 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1242 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1242 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1242 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1242 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1242 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1242 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1242 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1242 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1242 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1242 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I'm writing to oppose the plans for the above developments on behalf of myself, my 
partner and son. We live in Broadlands, Bridgend. My family and I use this area all the 
time for walking, running and cycling. It's a beautiful area to enjoy, we use it to head 
through Merthyr Mawr which is such a place of unique beauty, to the stepping stones 

at the castle. We pass over the dipping bridge that always has many youngsters 
diving off it and swimming under it. We usually pass horse riders, many other walkers 
and cyclists on this route. We also request more access to the Island farm, hut 9 site, 

it's not open enough. We're all concerned about this proposal for many reasons -  
Road safety, school children heading to Brynteg. Also there's already been the death 

of teenager  on that exact stretch of road!   There will be even more 
traffic jamming at the Ewenny roundabout which already builds up quickly not only 

towards the Ewenny pottery area but also the back up from Tesco roundabout at rush 
hour.   The safety of youngsters, horse riders, cyclists and motorists at the dipping 
bridge.  You're proposing building hundreds of houses there, surely there are many 

other places to do that, so not such an impact is made on the whole local landscape.  
We're concerned about the local wildlife in that whole area, the access routes will also 
still impact on it all.   I work in Cefn Glas and have seen the impact of bad building site 

attitudes next to Ystrad Fawr on Llangewydd Road just by the community centre at 
the moment where a lot of  local residents are unhappy about building company no 

care attitude to them. They've just been told they will be seen in court by the 
company. Not good enough! These houses are being built, plus many more have also 

been built further down A48 (by Forage) that haven't been sold yet.   The local 
schools, doctor surgeries, dental and hospital system is full to bursting as it is in this 

area, this will impact it even more.  You're ruining everything that makes our local 
area so beautiful and accessible to us all. Especially during lockdown and ever since 
then, you pass so many people on this whole route, it's a very special area to all local 

1242 

3437



residents.   Please consider all of the above concerns. It's very worrying that this area 
is up for grabs again after the objections the last time. 
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LDP Rep: 1243 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1243 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1243 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1243 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1243 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1243 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1243 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1243 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1243 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1243 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1243 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1243 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1243 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1243 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Site PLA2, Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) :   It is disappointing that Hut 9 is 
only mentioned once in the draft LDP documentation, and this in a single sentence in 

Appendix 5.  Given that this is a Grade 2 listed building, with unique historical 
significance, the LDP should make it very clear that this asset will be given special 

attention and protection.  At the very least the LDP should specify that Hut 9 will form 
the centre of a designated open space, with a surrounding area sufficient and suitable 

for exhibitions and open days, and space allocated for day to day car parking for 
volunteers.   There should also be a car parking strategy for visitors to Hut 9 on open 

days, including special provision for disabled visitors. 
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LDP Rep: 1244 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1244 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3441



1244 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1244 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1244 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1244 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1244 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.    Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons.  Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example,has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. For instance, adding further demands to the 
already strained sewerage network will lead to a significant reduction of water quality, 
thereby violating the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP 
and not meeting the requirements of the The Wellbeing of Future Generations Act 

2015.  Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one 
of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 

violates the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP, 
contravening The Wellbeing of Future Generations Act 2015.  Further road traffic 
would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity.  The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles.  The site has an 
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inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough.  This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 

site.  The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community.  No evidence has 
been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.  The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not 

justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 

would move the built-up area’s boundary, making further greenfield development 
difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 

Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   
 The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 

unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 
not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 

consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 

expand this development further northwards. Furthermore, one of us is a regular 
walker and wild orchid surveyor of the local areas. The proposed PLA3 area is home 
to wild orchids which are protected from uprooting under the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981. The proposed development does not indicate how the loss of biodiversity of 
such important wild plants is met under the The Wellbeing of Future Generations Act 
2015.  In a nutshell, this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong 
type of houses in the wrong location. A case is not made and the proposal should be 

set aside and not progressed in the LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1245 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1245 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1245 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1245 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1245 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1245 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1245 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1245 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1245 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3444



1245 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1245 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1245 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1245 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1245 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1246 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1246 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1246 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1246 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1246 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1246 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1246 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1246 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1246 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3447



1246 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1246 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1246 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1246 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1246 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 723 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

723 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

723 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

723 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

723 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

723 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

723 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

723 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

723 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3450



723 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

723 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

723 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

723 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

723 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1247 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1247 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1247 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1247 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1247 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1247 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1247 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1247 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1247 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3453



1247 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1247 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1247 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1247 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1247 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 

boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 
nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 

and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 
Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 

has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 
now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1248 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1248 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1248 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1248 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1248 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1248 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1248 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1248 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1248 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1248 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1248 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1248 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1248 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1248 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 

1248 
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entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 
development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1249 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID The construction of additional housing in the areas identified will not enhance the 
physical environmental quality or improve the quality of life for residents, workers or 

visitors before this will have any impact, the issues facing Bridgend town centre 
(numerous empty shops and lack of trade) needs to be addressed.  More importantly, 
the current infrastructure, ie the A48, is barely able to cope with the current volume of 
traffic, an additional 1800 houses from the Laleston to the Ewenny roundabout would 
be catastrophic.  A young man was killed on this road a few years ago and nothing 

has been done to address the problems on this road, what would the traffic generated 
by an additional 1800 houses cause? 

1249 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID What evidence is there that the county borough will be a magnet for employers, the 
area is more lie;y to become a hub of Cardiff or Swansea?   Where will te 500 job 
opportunities a year come from, what basis do the local authority have for these 

numbers? 

1249 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1249 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1249 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 'The planned increase in housing supply will also act as a key driver of economic 
growth across Bridgend and the wider regions'. What evidence is there to suggest 

this?  The current infrastructure in the Bridgend Area is unable to support the present 
levels of traffic, widen roads is not an option on many parts of the A48, and on other 
sections, this would mean eating into green fields and having a detrimental effect on 
the environment.  This would be detrimental to the well-being of the local residents, 

due to the noise volumes of increased traffic, pollution etc. 

1249 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID What evidence is there to support this statement?  How many Bridgend residents 
currently commute to Cardiff or Swansea?   Why would this change? 1249 
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID The current town centre of Bridgend has nothing to offer, too many empty shops 
owned by greedy landlords, it was been in a state of decline for many years, the local 

authority has done nothing to encourage regeneration. 
1249 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1249 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 'The county’s natural and built environment is of high quality and a primary asset. The 
diversity of landscapes, habitats, species and geology, and their relationship with the 
urban area, contribute enormously to the county’s distinctive and attractive character'. 
If this is the case why is one of the development areas going to be in a region of one 
of Bridgend's most beautiful areas that are teeming with wildlife as well as being a 

popular attraction for walkers and cyclists.  These areas will not be able to 
accommodate any additional traffic.  The safely of pedestrians and residents would be 

at serious risk. 

1249 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1249 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1249 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1249 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1249 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID This plan has not been sufficiently advertised to the people of BCBC, the implications 
for existing residents in all areas are huge.  As a resident of the Oldcastle Ward, I 

cross the A48 daily when walking to work, as do many children.  This road is too fast 
and very dangerous, it is unable to cope with the current levels of traffic and additional 
housing and the extra traffic that this will generate will only add to the noise, pollution 

and dangers to the current residents. 

1249 
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LDP Rep: 1250 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1250 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1250 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1250 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1250 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1250 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1250 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1250 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1250 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1250 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1250 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1250 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1250 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

1250 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1251 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1251 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1251 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1251 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1251 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1251 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1251 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1251 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1251 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1251 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1251 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1251 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1251 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1251 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are 

outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The 
traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 

1251 
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bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 
to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 

housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 
biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 

development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1252 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1252 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1252 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1252 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1252 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1252 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1252 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1252 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1252 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1252 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1252 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1252 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1252 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1252 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are 

outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The 
traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 

1252 
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bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 
to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 

housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 
biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 

development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1253 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1253 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1253 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1253 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1253 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1253 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1253 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1253 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1253 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3470



1253 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1253 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1253 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1253 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1253 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

1253 

3471



biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1254 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1254 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1254 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1254 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1254 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1254 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1254 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1254 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1254 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3473



1254 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1254 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1254 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1254 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1254 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

1254 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1255 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No if these are followed 

1255 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID No 

1255 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID housing needs to planned carefully 

1255 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID in theory a good idea 

1255 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID plans based mainly on the selling of high density housing are not always appropriate 
for the site - i am concerned about Salt Lake in Porthcawl 1255 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID no 

1255 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID in Porthcawl there should be more opportunity to start a business - rent and rates are 
too high and availablility of small pop up spaces is poor 1255 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID no 

1255 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 

3476



1255 Porthcawl regeneration should not just be focussed on housing but enhancing the 
natural coastal beauty 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID no 

1255 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Porthcawl waterfront plans for public open space and community facilities are vague 

1255 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID no 

1255 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Land west of Bridgend - presumably this means building on greenfield land which I 
am opposed to 1255 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID the amount of housing on Salt Lake site is too much as buiding housing means that 
other uses fot his land are taken away from future generations. BCBC are trying to 

shoehorn housing including affordable housing on a relatively small site. SOBJ1: To 
Create High Quality Sustainable Places (Placemaking)  - a supermaket and cheap 

housing will not meet the agenda for PLacemaking 

1255 
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LDP Rep: 1256 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1256 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1256 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1256 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1256 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1256 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1256 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1256 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1256 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3478



1256 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1256 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1256 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1256 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1256 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

1256 

3479



biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1257 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No 

1257 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID No 

1257 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID No 

1257 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID No 

1257 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID No 

1257 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID No 

1257 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID No 

1257 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID No 

1257 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID No 

3481



1257 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID No 

1257 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID No 

1257 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID No 

1257 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID No 

1257 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID No 

1257 
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LDP Rep: 1258 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No 

1258 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID I acknowledge the need to provide new homes in the county borough, especially in 
light of being part of the Cardiff Capital Region Growth Area. However, the extent of 

some of the greenfield sites, especially the proposed housing sites at 
laleston/bryntirion and island farm are too large for the area. The site at laleston 

encroaches on the village and will result in even more road congestion. The site at 
island farm is also too large and does not respond to the rural character. Smaller 
allocated sites at both laleston and island farm would be more appropriate, and a 

greater emphasis on development around waterton and the M4. 

1258 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID I agree on the whole with the spatial strategy and acknowledge the need for new 
housing. However, the existing infrastructure around Bridgend cannot take the extra 

demand from new homes, particularly around laleston, merthyr mawr and broadlands 
area. Some of these sites will also be detrimental to our rural areas and a focus on 
smaller urban infill sites around waterton/bridgend ford and the M4 would be more 

appropriate. 

1258 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID No 

1258 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID No 

1258 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID No 

1258 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID No 

1258 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID No 

1258 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID No 

1258 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1258 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1258 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1258 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID No 

1258 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID No 

1258 
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LDP Rep: 1259 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1259 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1259 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1259 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1259 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1259 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1259 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1259 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1259 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3485



1259 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1259 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1259 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1259 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am opposed to the proposed development to land south of Bridgend. Traffic 
congestion is already a problem along the A48 and and also Pottery hill towards the 
Ewenny roundabout. New Inn road and the dipping bridge is already unable to cope 

with the existing congestion as people use this as a rat run to avoid congestion.  
There are safety issues as cyclists and walkers use New Inn road to excercise. In 

addition, Merthyr mawr road is used as a short cut to avoid congestion at the Ewenny 
roundabout. Added traffic will increase pullution and therefore be detrimental to the 

environment. The rural nature of Merthyr Mawr will be ruined by proposed 
developments at both Island farm and Craig y parcau In addition the SINC area will be 
effected. Further impact on drainage and run off will be effected by so many houses. 

Faculties of schools , doctors dentist etc are already overloaded. Will proposals 
include provision for all of these? If so they should be built at outset and not after 

houses , should the development be given permission. Are there not brown field sites 
that would serve the building of new houses  rather than using agricultural land? 
Infrastructure of public transport would need to be included in any increase in the 
population of Bridgend. Any development on the south side of A48 in my opinion 

would be irreversibly detrimental to Bridgend town. 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1259 

3486



LDP Rep: 1260 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID To ensure it benefits Porthcawl longevity. Taking into account sustainable spaces 
which are environmentally aware.  Discuss progress and plans more thoroughly, 

making people aware of intentions. 
1260 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Positive in theory yet the opportunities for a younger workforce need to be thoroughly 
thought out, not just a supermarket. Let’s look at Barry, Bristol & Cardiff as examples 
to create spaces which are inviting to surrounding areas yet address environmental 

issues. Goodsheds idea invites so many people to the area as a vibrant new 
community, creating jobs yet embracing the town and community as a long term 

sustainable, urban high street. 

1260 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Address the infrastructure before creating more housing. 

1260 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID This is never done with Porthcawl’s welfare at heart. More thought is required rather 
than a quick fix and council tax hikes.  Speak to us, consult with us, with adults and 

youth alike. 
1260 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Learn from other councils in England & Wales, take on board the positive & negative 
aspects/feedback prior to ploughing on regardless. We need to make development 

work for all concerned, not just those in power at present. 
1260 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1260 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID The high street is an integral part of the town, the heart of it. We need more attractive 
packages to entice relevant businesses here. 1260 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1260 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1260 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1260 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Why do you think building a supermarket in such as area is of benefit? That area is 
key to encouraging and attracting tourism for years to come. Stop trying to make a 
quick buck and think of future generations. What can be built/incorporated for the 
people of Porthcawl to enjoy as well as tourists? Being the ones who pay such an 

extortionate council tax surely we need to feature. So many proposals have been put 
forward yet have fallen on deaf ears…again. Remove the blinkers, we can transform 

Porthcawl in a positive, sustainable fashion together. 

1260 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1260 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1260 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Take on board what people of Porthcawl are saying. 

1260 
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LDP Rep: 1261 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID I am at a loss to see how creating approximately 1700 new homes to the south of 
Bridgend will do anything to create sustainable places. Sustainable development by 

definition are developments that benefit existing communities whilst taking into 
account the needs of future generations. Such developments will cause a significant 
increase in traffic along the A48 and surrounding routes including Merthyr Mawr road 

and Ewenny road. The area surrounding Island Farm/Hut 9 is largely unspoilt at 
present and the loss of this natural landscape will have a devastating impact on the 

flora and fauna that it contains. This is is complete contrast to SOBJ4 - To protect and 
enhance distinctive and natural places. 

1261 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID The 70's and 80's saw Bridgend expand as it attracted inward investment from global 
companies. Sadly, the vast majority of these have now left as the economic 

landscape in South Wales has changed focus from predominantly 
manufacturing/secondary industries to more tertiary and quaternary sectors. The post 
covid impact must not be discounted to the LDP. Many employers no longer expect 

employees to work on site instead preferring home working. The CGI office block now 
lies empty as a case in point. Many of the jobs being done by future generations in 

BCBC will be hosted in other parts of the UK or even abroad. What new job 
opportunities does BCBC foresee coming to the area. We failed to attract a 

replacement for Ford as INEOS pulled out opting instead for France. 

1261 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1261 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1261 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 1700 new houses south of the A48 will have a detrimental effect on those currently 
juxtaposed to these areas contradicting the the notion that the quality of life for 
existing residents will not be compromised if these developments are granted. 

1261 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1261 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1261 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID "Conserving and enhancing the natural and historic environment is therefore a key 
function of the Replacement LDP." I am at a loss to see how building new houses and 
roads causing the destruction of crucial habitats in the environs of Merthyr Mawr and 

the A48 can achieve this conservation and enhancement. 

1261 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1261 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1261 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1261 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Please see previous comments in relation to developments on land west and south of 
Bridgend. I object to these. 1261 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1261 
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LDP Rep: 1262 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No 

1262 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1262 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1262 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1262 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1262 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1262 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1262 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1262 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 
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1262 The development areas will impact the natural and historical elements south of 
Bridgend 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1262 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1262 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1262 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID The traffic on the a48 through the Ewenny Road roundabout and Tesco / MacDonald 
retail area is already beyond saturation both in the working week and on Saturdays. 
This proposal will further increase traffic levels significantly, so a new road would be 

required (along Heronston Lane and then past Ford's to come out at B+Q 
roundabout). This is not included.  Additionally, the Dipping Bridge would need to be 
strengthened or replaced, surely that is not acceptable? Finally, the plan talks about 
creating green space in the New bridge Fields area. It's not being created, you are 

proposing that you shrink this area that already exists 

1262 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The a48 can not cope with Broadlands, let alone the new developments at Craig 
yParcau and Island Farm 1262 
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LDP Rep: 1263 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1263 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID That I’m unsure the proposed plans for Porthcawl will wholly fulfil these expectations. 
Although I agree with the ethos of these ideas I don’t think Bridgend has applied them 
practically or with enough thought to actually making them a success. Will the current 

plan do all these things… no. 

1263 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID I agree that areas of Porthcawl require Regeneration but I’m unsure the position of 
current plans to put a supermarket on the seafront necessarily meet that brief wisely. 

There are other areas of Porthcawl which are being conveniently forgotten. 
1263 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID I agree with this. I think the look and asthetics of an area are important and Porthcawl 
desperately needs improving. I think projects such as the good sheds in Barry or the 

boneyard could be looked to as inspiration for what Porthcawl could do. I also feel that 
sustainable building of homes and eco homes would be a good idea - make Porthcawl 

a paragon in the area of green living and an aspirational place to make a less 
wasteful life. Rather than go down the bog standard glass and metal supermarket 

road. 

1263 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Community services and social facilities are key. Porthcawl lacks places for young 
people that isn’t a fairground and needs to utilise it’s amazing position as a potential 

water sports/health and fitness town by having the facilities to back it up. 
1263 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Agree. 

1263 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID I agree with these principles but have little faith Bridgend/Porthcawl council will 
actually act on them. Bringing health and leisure to the high street of Porthcawl would 

be amazing. Nightlife would be great and live music alongside shops. But it’s likely 
1263 
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things like this will be done half heartedly and not work. If you want to attract young 
people there has to be vibrancy. 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID Agree 

1263 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Agree 

1263 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1263 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Supermarket on the sea front seems like a waste of an opportunity. Why aren’t other 
sites being developed for this? Also, why aren’t other sites being developed period? 
The good sheds in Barry or the bone yard in Cardiff could be looked at as inspiration 

to this plan to bring small business into the area and a vibrancy to the town. Using eco 
ideas to make the buildings look “cool” but also green would be great rather than 
standard designs. Porthcawl would also benefit from a leisure club - I think of the 

iceberg club on bondi beach in Sydney Australia and think we could do something 
similar here. I don’t see how an Aldi will bring people the the high street, and I don’t 
see why it has to be where it’s planed to be. I don’t see how this mundane plan is 

going to achieve half of what is laid out in this dossier. Where’s the 
social/health/leisure facilities in an Aldi? 

1263 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1263 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1263 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID A future for Porthcawl group have some good ideas. As a town we should be 
consulted on the plans and be included in the process and what is going on. 1263 
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LDP Rep: 1264 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1264 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1264 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1264 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1264 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1264 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1264 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1264 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1264 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3495



1264 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1264 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1264 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1264 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am against the proposed developments at Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau. Traffic 
congestion along the A48 from Broadlands through to Waterton Roundabout will be 

increased. Children crossing the A48 will be put at danger with increased traffic. 
Merthyr Mawr dunes and village need to be protected along with the dipping bridge 
which will see an increase in traffic trying to avoid the A48. I do not believe that the 
infrastruture, school facilities or medical facilities in Bridgend could support further 

housing developments. 

1264 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1264 
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LDP Rep: 1265 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID SOBJ2 - Community facilities and amenities are under pressure and there is no 
provision when developing countryside communities to allow for this pressure.  NHS, 
EDUCATION.  SOBJ4 - How can increasing houses in greenfield countryside sites, 
taking away natural habitats be considered as a way of protecting and enhancing 
natural places.  Point 5.5.50 mentions financial compensation, this should not be 
considered as the financial compensations does not come near to repairing the 

damage of development on greenfireld sites. 

1265 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Having lost FORD as a main employer the proposed development of the countryside 
area would only serve as providing housing for people who will commute and boost 

economies outside of the area. There are many brownfield sites created as a 
consequence of industries/businesses closing, these should be utilised insted. 

1265 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Why are there so many greenfield sites being considered when the spatial strategy 
prioritises brownfield sites? Greenfield sites are already under pressure with 

infrastructure, services and amenities in the communities. 
1265 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID how can surrounding villages with large developments putting pressure on amenities 
possibly be considered well thought out.  Why does point 5.5.15 presume in favour of 
development in the countryside?  What could be the wider community benefits? How 
could you possibly consider greenfield developments as having minimum impact on 
the environment and the community? where is there evidence of this?  the 300 page 

document is full of contradictions that only seem to dissolve policy without the 
required evidence. How can new housing on greenfield sites with no requirements for 

the appropriate infrastructure benefit the local economy? (5.5.18) the proposals for 
greenfield development can only benefit the developers with parcels of land that 

would give them a high return from their inclusion into the development boundaries, 
they cannot benefit the community. 

1265 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Housing provision supported by appropriate infrastructure needs to have a more 
appropriate place in our communities.  Development of pockets of greenfield sites 

benefit only the developer, these developments need schools, access to healthcare.  I 
cannot see how small rural communities have the capacity to have such a large 

1265 
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increase in houses when the existing GP surgeries, dental facilities,  hospitals and 
schools are already at the maximum capacity. 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Rural developments on the edges of villages will only serve as commuter homes, 
established employment sites have lost investment, so to develop rural enterprises as 

a strategy for developing greenfield sites is short sited. 
1265 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID This infastructure needs to support the large housing developments, there is no 
provision on greenfield developments. 1265 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1265 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID to give a ruminative damage cost cannot seriously be considered as this damage 
cannot be solved with money, where there is a proposal to develop rural sites, there 
should be no consideration of large scale developments that will damage the natural 
environment.  With the emphasis on sustainable environments and reclaiming nature 

an allowance of development of greenfield sites contradicts this. 

1265 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1265 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1265 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1265 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1265 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID 
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1265 This document does not demonstrate how to engage the local community in the 
consultation.  It is difficult to navigate and does not offer a transparent and organised 

outline of what is proposed. 
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LDP Rep: 1266 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Lack of parking.  No residential parking    provision of park and ride and residents only 
in the town. 1266 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Lack of parking.  Porthcawl doesn't need more houses built as there will be no where 
to park. 1266 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Regeneration of porthcawl needs to provide adequate parking for residents 

1266 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1266 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID There are no provision of leisure facilities in porthcawl.   How about outside gym 
equipment on the seafront 1266 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Little opportunity in porthcawl.  No local employment. Only family businesses here. 

1266 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1266 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID Wheelie bins to stop the seagulls cats rats etc ripping open bin bags. Porthcawl town 
area. 1266 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Nothing built above 2 stories high 
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1266 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1266 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID There needs to be adequate residents only parking.  Ie residents badges 

1266 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1266 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1266 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1266 
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LDP Rep: 1267 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1267 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1267 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1267 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1267 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1267 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1267 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1267 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1267 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1267 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1267 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1267 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Pencoed is a high traffic area with a high number of existing residents. Our schools 
are full and our roads are busy... the last thing we need is more houses, residents and 

vehicles on the road. 
1267 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1267 
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LDP Rep: 1268 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID I find the wording confusing, as I imagine most people that are not town planners 
would. I don’t feel this is the best way to consult with the residents of Porthcawl. 
Majority of whine do not even know about this survey!!! I don’t understand how a 

consultation period for building a few houses can be longer than a massive build that 
will completely alter the face of this town forever. This town went backwards and it’s 
stayed treading water for too long. But progress is not in over populating an already 
saturated town.we need facilities, we need bigger schools. We need to improve on 
what we already have. Building more cheap houses is NOT the solution. That’s just 

money in the councils pocket. That’s not how to plan a town. 

1268 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Your plan is to build an Aldi supermarket and build houses and possibly yet another 
hotel… how does that make the town a ‘magnet’ for employers?? That’s one more 

hotel and another supermarket. We have plenty of hotels. Why on Earth can’t you put 
money into the regeneration of the Porthcawl hotel? That’s a huge empty building. If 

that failed why on Earth build another?? The Atlantic hotel is clearly suffering 
otherwise why would it be considered as an open prison that none of us want?  Your 
intentions do not make sense. What we need are eco friendly homes. And we badly 

need leisure facilities- please do not consider any facilities within the park dean resort 
as facilities for the town. They are not. You need to consult with members of the town 
that have grown up here, moved away and returned, we can tell you exactly what is 
needed/ what has been needed for years.  We have been promised ‘regeneration’ 

and that was always leisure based, now it’s suddenly become a land grab for houses 
which equals money for the council. You will kill this town not regenerate it. 

1268 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Our primary schools are already over subscribed. They are not fit for purpose. One 
extra school isn’t enough. The land at the old st.John’s school would have been 

perfect for another school. The children deserve large, safe playing fields on their 
grounds. All the drainage systems and pipe work in the town are extremely old, they 

simply can’t take more & more & more houses. You can’t keep building houses 
without creating enough leisure space and recreation. There is a huge gap where pre-

teen and teenage kids are left with nothing here. It’s just going to create bigger 
problems in the future. If there isn’t enough here for them, the drug issues will 

escalate and crime will escalate.  We don’t want or need masses of houses we need 
leisure facilities and we need inviting smaller areas for retail or small businesses. 

1268 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID 
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1268 In order to improve the environment, you don’t keep building! Stop building on green 
spaces. Any build must be environmentally friendly!! Building all over salt lake and 

destroying the view/ taking away the beauty of the seafront is detrimental to 
everyone’s well being. Also.. where will the hundreds of cars park? An out of town 

park & ride would be a better plan. But you also have to consider that removing camp 
sites means people just camp on Newton dunes / rest bay/ sker and locals have to 

walk through human excrement, as well as picking up the rubbish left behind. How is 
any of that good for residents health & well being. The roads are not fit for purpose 

anymore, they can’t cope with the tourists. Therefore adding even more houses and 
people and cars will make it all much worse. Please realise we don’t want your plans. 

And we need and deserve a bigger and much longer consultation. One that makes 
more sense! 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID How is building more houses in Porthcawl rather than leisure facilities creating 
economic growth? For who? This only provides cash for the council and the town 

never benefits!!!!  No. We don’t need more housing. Look at what is already here. We 
don’t want cheaply constructed houses. If there has to be more then they must be eco 
friendly.  Anything you consider for this town must be considerate of the environment 
and we must have education facilities improved and expanded. We must have leisure 
facilities. And we need areas for small business- that will boost our economy. Not a 

load of tiny brick builds. 

1268 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID What is the plethora of employment opportunities?? Builders? Who won’t be local. 
Then it’s just Aldi and yet another hotel.. that’s not a plethora of employment 

opportunities!!!!  We need areas for small businesses and retail. Affordable pop up 
shops. These could be like beach huts- eco friendly, and attractive. We could have an 
open air lido with retail and restaurant/ cafe areas. We could have a pump track for all 
ages to use. A community area for farmers markets or antiques markets. Don’t just fill 
any and every available area of land with houses. We do not have the infrastructure. 

1268 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID We do not need or want out of town shopping centres in the town (like Aldi).  Our high 
street is slowly starting to regenerate itself, we are slowly gaining more independent 
shops that make it more of a destination in the style of cowbridge. And yes, we do 
need more social areas, we need more parkland & green space. We need leisure 

facilities for the town (again please discount any park dean facilities), the town 
desperately needs leisure areas, and small retail outlets for small independent 

businesses. You must consider the parking issues as it’s impossible to park in or 
around town. This will only get worse. 

1268 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID I have not had time to read the proposals- the documents are enormous. Yet again, 
how is the average person supposed to read and understand it all??? This is the 1268 

3505



worse method of consulting with the public. Majority of whine don’t even know about 
this survey!!!! 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID If you wanted to conserve the natural and historic environment you would not have 
granted permission for all the houses to be built on the former ST. John’s school site. 

The damage to the environment to those living near the site is bad enough but the 
damage to the area, the destruction of so many trees/ animals habitat. It won’t ever 
come back. You can’t reverse it.  And so I don’t believe that your plans will consider 

historic environment and the impact. What investment?? What evidence do you have 
for all the claims of investment? What about investment in the future of the town? The 

future generations.  If we (the residents) don’t try to stop this, wilful destruction, our 
children won’t forgive us. Again, most people don’t know about this survey. And it’s 
not the best means to get feedback. We deserve to have a say in the future of our 

town, our home, our lives. 

1268 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1268 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID All my comments have been about Porthcawl because I thought this survey was 
about that, this survey is not well delivered or designed. Majority of people don’t even 

know about it and can’t find it on the website. We do not want more houses. Any 
building must be environmentally friendly. We need more leisure facilities, we need 

small retail space for small local  businesses we need to care for our environment not 
destroy the beauty of our town with a huge retail park (aldi)ans absolutely no building 

of another hotel when we have so many that are closed or struggling in the town. 
Regenerate the sea bank hotel/ Porthcawl hotel. Don’t build another!!!  We need park 
land. We want areas for our kids. We want more schools and huge improvements for 
the schools we have- they are over subscribed- the pandemic has really highlighted 

these issues. 

1268 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1268 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1268 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID 
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1268 Please do not build more houses in Porthcawl. We want leisure facilities for all ages. 
We want areas for small LOCAL businesses. We DO NOT need another hotel or huge 

food outlet. 
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LDP Rep: 1269 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Great principles.  Need a decent cycle route in amend out of porthcawl 

1269 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1269 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1269 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1269 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1269 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1269 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1269 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1269 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 
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1269 Why is the quarry area behind Cefn Cribwr not developed as a recreation area?  
Garw valley lakes are becoming overgrown and need dredging to remain attractive for 

visitors and locals. 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1269 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Porthcawl requires improved cycle routes linking to Bridgend and national cycle route 
4 1269 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1269 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1269 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1269 

3509



LDP Rep: 1270 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1270 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1270 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Too many houses proposed with poorly planned and unsafe access routes 
(specifically Island Farm area). Significant congestion expected based on the 

proposed plans. Inadequate facilities including schools planned for the number of 
houses proposed. 

1270 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Too many houses proposed. Access routes poorly planned with significant congestion 
and associated pollution expected. 1270 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Too many houses proposed with the impact on current householders not given 
enough consideration. Significant congestion expected leading to increased pollution 

levels and dangerous roads for school children walking to school/accessing green 
spaces. 

1270 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1270 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1270 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1270 

3510



 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1270 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1270 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1270 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1270 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Too many houses proposed in the area south of Bridgend. Poorly considered access 
roads. Significant disruption expected to current householders with associated 

pollution increase and more dangerous roads for those walking in the area. 
1270 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1270 
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LDP Rep: 1271 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Encouraging increased natural spaces not just protected or enhanced should be 
included in the objectives. An objective on the list should be to reflect the climate 

emergency in future developments. 
1271 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Sounds good but not sure what in reality those plans would look like. Will attracting 
too many new households in smaller locations cause harm to over stretched services 
like dental care, doctors appointments etc as well as school places and new efficent 
schools. Feels to me like you have failed to acknowledge why some areas have an 

older population or are not meeting the expectations of being 'skilled and 
economically active enough. 

1271 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID For the Garw and Ogmore the word 'capatilize' is not invigorating me with confidence. 

1271 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Welcome peacemaking principles. Intelligent design in street furniture would be 
amazing in public spaces. 1271 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID New developments should be similar or include aspects of the established 
communities near them to retain the character of the area. 1271 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID N/A 

1271 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Transport services to connect outlying communities to these developed areas. 

1271 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID 
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1271 Policies seem fair but it is not as strong as I would like to see in terms of 
environmental policy included in this LDP. 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Natural areas need to be changed to 'naturalised areas' the wording used could be 
seen as something as simple as just a grassed area which has little positive impact 

compared to naturalized areas that have an important part to play. 
1271 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID N/A 

1271 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID N/A 

1271 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID Public transport is a significant issue in these communities. 

1271 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID N/A 

1271 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1271 
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LDP Rep: 1272 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1272 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1272 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1272 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1272 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1272 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1272 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1272 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1272 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1272 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1272 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1272 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1272 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1272 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 

boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 
nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 

and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 
Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 

has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 
now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

1272 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1273 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1273 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1273 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1273 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1273 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1273 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1273 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1273 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1273 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1273 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1273 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1273 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1273 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
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possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-
crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 

Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1273 
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LDP Rep: 1274 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1274 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1274 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1274 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1274 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1274 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1274 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1274 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1274 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1274 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1274 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1274 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1274 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Re: development land: Island Farm and Craig-Y-Parcau  I object to development on 
these area for the following reasons: Traffic congestion on the A48 as well as the 

pressure on New Inn Road and New Inn Bridge.   This is contrary to the councils aims 
regarding active travel and promoting clean air.  The air pollution levels at Ewenny 

Roundabout have been known about for many years.  The building of 847 houses at 
Island Farm and 110 at Craig-Y-Parcau will make the problem worse. The current 

volume of traffic presents a real danger to children playing around the Dipping Bridge. 
The area around Merthyr Mawr is of huge benefit for tourism and for the well-being of 

local residents in Bridgend.  The building of a large amount of houses and 
consequent increase in traffic on the A48 will have a knock-on effect on the roads 

around Merthyr Mawr, degrading its value for tourism and recreation. 

1274 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1274 
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LDP Rep: 1275 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1275 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1275 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1275 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1275 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1275 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1275 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1275 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1275 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1275 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1275 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1275 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1275 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1275 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I write to inform you with disgust in respect of the draft LDP. When is it going to stop? 
The ongoing destruction of Bridgend. This area is just about all that is left of the 

beautiful environment that we have in the town. The ongoing destruction of everything 
around us. Over the past 30 years have been horrific. Craig y Parcau Woods no 

longer an area where wildlife can live. Constant footfall, littering and vandalism have 
destroyed them. Then you have A48 through road which is impossible to cross 

anytime of the day where drivers already constantly abuse traffic signs not to turn 
right or left along it, overtake and speed. The pollution is appalling and you want to 
build all these houses and increase the traffic. Result total gridlock. There are no 
areas that can support an increase in population in the area. Newbridge Fields is 

destroyed as it is oversubscribed footfall by the building of Broadlands estate. Such 
as small area trying to support all these extra people. Lockdown enabled people to 

enjoy walking locally to Merthyr Mawr and this charming area. This will be destroyed. 
There are already too many vehicles using the lanes driving to fast, throwing litter. 

Putting extreme pressure on walkers, bikers etc. The rat run known as New Inn Road 
should be made access only as should Merthyr Mawr. If visitors want to visit you 

should introduce park and ride from Bridgend town centre. Others can walk, not add 
to the destruction of our beautiful countryside by building more homes. What will be 

the except to line the pockets of developers who will leave to live in their country 
houses. Shame on anyone who votes to pass these plans. The final nail in the coffin 

of an already dead town. I was born in Bridgend and have lived here 67 years and my 
grandparents before me at my age you would think that I would be settled to spend 

the rest of my life here but sadly I feel I am sick of living in a traffic island and if these 
developers go ahead its time to leave. What are we leaving for our grandchildren 

futures a traffic choked black land. 
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LDP Rep: 1276 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1276 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1276 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1276 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1276 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1276 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1276 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1276 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1276 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1276 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1276 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1276 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1276 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1276 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds; Town Boundary - Both these sites are south of 

the A48 and outside the natural boundary of Bridgend town. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

overcapacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. New Inn 

Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 
and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic 
on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic 

Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been 
impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of 

Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and 
without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this 
size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-

Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). 
There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been 

properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature Roughly a quarter of 
the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 

hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
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by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include 
the "Showground Field" which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 
and the wider area. Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the 
development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a 
pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times 
on the A48 The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is 
already forecast to get busier. There will be more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark 

and potentially pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at 
Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic 

Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered 
Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. 

These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for 
future generations. It is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, unchanged and 

unspoilt to future generations. 
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LDP Rep: 1277 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1277 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1277 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1277 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1277 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1277 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1277 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1278 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1278 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1278 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1278 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1278 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1278 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1278 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1278 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1278 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1278 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1278 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1278 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1278 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1278 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1279 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1279 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1279 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1279 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1279 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1279 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1279 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1279 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1279 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1279 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1279 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1279 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1279 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1279 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1280 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1280 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1280 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1280 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1280 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1281 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1281 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1281 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1281 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1281 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1281 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1281 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1281 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1281 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1281 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1281 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1281 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1281 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1281 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds; Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over¬capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  More car 

trips will be locally generated as people living in Ewenny, Corntown, Wick and 
Ogmore seek to avoid the area by going round by The Golden Well Chinese 

Restaurant. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly 
exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. 

Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European 
protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. 
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Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 
development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation.  I would add that local traffic infrastructure is 
already at 'gridlock' status at peak times. I have seen queues back both to St Brides 

Major and to Portobello outside Ogmore by Sea. Emergency vehicles have no chance 
of responding at these times. I would hold the Council responsible for any failure to 

attend a sick person at those homes.   The A48 cannot be safe enough for pedestrian 
crossings and traffic flow cannot be stopped further.  Low lying areas new New Inn 
Road get flooded regularly. Those homes and occupants will not thank you but they 

may sue you. 
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LDP Rep: 1208 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1208 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1208 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1208 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1208 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1208 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1208 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1208 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1208 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1208 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1208 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1208 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1208 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1208 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To:  whom it may concern 
at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal and ask 

for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further 
housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has not been 

made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in 
recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to 
add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-
called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young persons.  • 

Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer 
would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to 

other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making principles stated in 
the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS 

services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  • Further along 
the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted 

locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic 

would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. This development would inevitably lead to further traffic 
driving through the village of Laleston to access the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The 
site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 

officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 
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urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough.  • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been 
identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y 
Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of 
Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public 
rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council 

and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. Urbanising them would 
create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not 

mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto 
the community.  • No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial 
benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of positive 

social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a severe loss of 
visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of 

the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from 
this development, particularly when there are brownfield sites more suitable for such 

developments all over the borough. This is a greenfield site which is a barrier between 
Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when there are numerous suitable 

brownfield sites across the county borough  • This urbanisation would create an 
undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    - The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1282 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1282 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1282 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1282 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1282 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID With reference to your proposed plans to build 847 houses at Island Farm and 110 
houses at Craig y Parcau, we think this is over development on a huge scale.  The 
increase of traffic on the A48 and surrounding roads is frightening, Merthyr Mawr 

Road has become a rat run with cars constantly travelling at dangerous speeds. With 
your proposals these roads can only become more hazardous for children walking to 
Oldcastle and Brynteg Schools, pedestrians and cyclists  There are many reasons to 
oppose your proposed plans...... traffic congestion, safety, protection of wildlife, more 

houses mean more people putting pressure on our schools, doctors and hospitals 

1282 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1282 
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LDP Rep: 1283 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1283 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1283 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1283 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1283 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1283 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1283 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1283 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1283 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1283 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1283 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1283 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1283 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1283 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 

1283 

3548



location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 

3549



LDP Rep: 1284 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1284 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1284 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1284 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1284 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1284 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1284 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1284 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1284 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1284 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1284 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1284 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1284 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1284 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1285 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1285 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1285 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1285 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1285 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1285 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I would be most grateful if you would accept this email as my strong opposition to the 
proposed new developments at Island Farm and Craig-Y-Parcau.  I have 

unfortunately many concerns and feel these projects are totally unnecessary and 
unviable. 

1285 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1285 
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LDP Rep: 1286 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1286 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1286 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1286 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1286 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1286 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1286 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1286 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1286 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1286 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1286 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1286 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1286 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1286 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 

1286 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1287 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1287 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Junction 36 of the M4 is stretched as it is, and without massive investment in public 
transport, further development of the Valleys Gateway will crash the entire M4 and 

make commuting to Cardiff/Swansea a lot harder.  Where in BCBC planning rigour is 
the modelling of acceptable targeted time for a resident to get a doctor’s appointment. 

A year ago, a resident of Tondu or Aberkenfig could ring and get an urgent 
appointment on the same day. Will this still be the case when the area is swamped 

with 4-500 more homes 2-3000 more potential patients. This after all is quality of life 
which should be protected under BCBC planning objectives. It has to be part of the 
planning concept.  The LDP claims to ensure that measures are in place to protect 

wildlife and biodiversity with increased walking and cycling links and improved public 
transport. However, further development will mean loss of more green spaces and 

destruction of valuable trees.  At the moment excessive focus on out-of-town 
developments risks undermining the town centre. A 2018 Report confirmed there are 

1,225 empty houses within the Bridgend County and once again the LDP fails to 
address this situation. In terms of economic regeneration, we should be aiming to 

keep more young people employed and living locally. Even housing stock deemed as 
‘affordable housing’ in this area would likely be beyond the means of most young 

person’s due to the nature of the area. We have observed developers can and have 
made arguments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the levels of 
social housing based on financial viability and profits and to negotiate changes in 

conditions. 

1287 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID I / We hereby object to any further development along the Llynfi Valley and 
surrounding area and ask for BCBC to consider the potential direct and indirect 

impact these developments would have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which 
form part of the Valleys Gateway and believe more local consultation is required on 
these issues.  • I/We believe any proposed significant residential developments in 
Maesteg and LLangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which BCBC 

has within the LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues when looking at 
the access to the M4 corridor at J36.  • The LDP states - 'Unspecified improvements 

to the A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - this suggests that BCBC recognises this 
road is at capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic 
from WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further developments along 
the route, will punish the homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with excessive 

noise and air pollution.  • Whilst pleased to see that the LDP acknowledged that there 

1287 
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are capacity issues which would constrain further significant residential development, 
we are concerned the LDP lacks insufficient plans for affordable housing and that the 

targets set are far too low and that the suggestion that S106 will deliver social and 
affordable housing is unrealistic. • I/We feel a lack of consideration has been given to 

the provision of medical facilities. At present there is already a 2 -3 week waiting 
period for a call back from most local surgeries. The electorate will not accept that this 
is dismissed as out of BCBC authority. We want to see and take confidence that these 
concerns are being address or are BCBC prepared for the backlash when surgeries 
reach capacity?  • More housing means an increase in noise and air pollution, the 

LDP shows a lack of attention to the impact these developments will have! This leads 
us to question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of improving the environment 
and people’s health and well-being?  • I/We consider policies over green spaces and 

play areas should be strengthened to ensure more of them and better access to 
walk/cycle routes and more investment in public transport! • We must raise concerns 
about the significant residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ 

new homes) and whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit 
Consultation document states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 

new homes are required. However, we consider this statement is not evidence based 
and simply speculative.  • Sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic 
as the likelihood is that fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre 

offices post pandemic. This will lead to more empty office space and the LDP should 
focus on converting this to housing and arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant 

town centre.  • Targets for affordable housing are far too low – all the evidence 
suggests relying on S106 is not delivering affordable or social housing. 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1287 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1287 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1287 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1287 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1287 
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9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1287 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1287 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1287 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1287 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1287 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1287 
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LDP Rep: 1288 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1288 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1288 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1288 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1288 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1288 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1288 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1288 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1288 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1288 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1288 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1288 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1288 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 

1288 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  Further comments (if any): 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1288 
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LDP Rep: 1289 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1289 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1289 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1289 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1289 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1289 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1289 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1289 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1289 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1289 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1289 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1289 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1289 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1289 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1290 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1290 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1290 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1290 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1290 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1290 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1290 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1290 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1290 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1290 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1290 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1290 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1290 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1290 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1291 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1291 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1291 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1291 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1291 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1291 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1291 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1291 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1291 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1291 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1291 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1291 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1291 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1291 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID In relation to the proposed plan and its content in relation to Penyfai and Court 
Colman area, I would like my response as follows to be taken into consideration in the 
public consultation process.  1) GREEN SPACE:  I believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field  (Pen y fai Kick about area) and Cavendish Park  

as green leisure spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked 
as such in the published LDP.  2) TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: 
There is a small settlement proposed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling 

/Roma community - the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward 
of Aberkenfig already has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also 

the LDP plans to place one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the 
travelling /Roma community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the 

ward and immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty  (near 
Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a 

network to surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask 
BCBC to consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards. The 

proposed site is right next to a Welsh Waters reservoir and workers are constantly 
working there. o I am opposed to this and wish for a more appropriate site to be 

considered.  3) ‘SMALL DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent 
years have eroded green space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of 

our community as well as put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This 
fundamentally flies in the face of what the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it 
will not do. Additionally such developments often fail to make a full case that they are 
meeting the overall objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration 
of sustainable communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the 

plan.  The LDP  notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to 
identify places /candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a  complete or sufficient 
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consultation document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am opposed to 
‘small scale’ developments and wish this to be removed from the plan.   Permitted 

householder developments would be acceptable, but over development of the 
community is not.  Further housing developments are not required in village.  

Experience has shown where small developments have been built previously (and 
most recently) Colman Vale, it has not added any positive social or economic value or 
impact or benefit to the community whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on 

our village roads, created more environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to 
residents and damage to householders and public property. It has created further 
unnecessary pressure on the infrastructure in terms of the local school and health 

care services.  There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 
route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 

village community - it would not be sustainable development.   o I want the LDP to 
delete small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village. It is clear to me 

that such a small village doesn’t have the necessary roads and other infrastructures to 
deal with additional houses.   4) In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally 

known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site I object to the above proposal, and 
ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  · The 

West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. 
This is already a disproportionate amount. A further 850 house would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles 
and the statements made within the LDP. · Potentially the site could erode the 

boundary /wedge with Court Colman and Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation 
could create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and 

west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 

to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.  · Even  housing 
stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’ in this area  would likely be beyond the means 
of most young persons due to the nature of the area. · Infrastructure is not in place 

and would be unable to cope. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a 
ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire 

district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 
enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. · This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage · The 
proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously 

maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people 
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and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the impact and loss. 
Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the 

community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial benefits of 
building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of 
the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social 

and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that is struggling with high 
levels of pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that main road.  This is of 

concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase through the narrow Cefn 
Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park Street congestion and to 

access the M4.  · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, 
fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.                                                
In summary I am against this proposal as it goes against much of what the LDP says 

it is trying to achieve - this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the 
wrong type of houses in the wrong location. Other sites in Bridgend County may be 
better placed to support a development of this nature, with less impact.   General 
observations on the wider planning issues:  I have observed developers can, and 

have made arguments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the levels 
of social housing based on financial viability and profits and to negotiate changes in 

conditions (without further public/meaningful consultation).  This should not be 
allowed to continue.  Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas where 

development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on; community voices 
in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an issue on 

new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not been 
adopted is creating problems in our community. 
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LDP Rep: 1292 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1292 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1292 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1292 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1292 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1292 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1292 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1292 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1292 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1292 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1292 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1292 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1292 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1292 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1293 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1293 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1293 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1293 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1293 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1293 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1293 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1293 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1293 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1293 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1293 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1293 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1293 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1293 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1294 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1294 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1294 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1294 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1294 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1294 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1294 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1294 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1294 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3580



1294 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1294 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1294 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1294 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1294 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

1294 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1295 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1295 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1295 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1295 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1295 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1295 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1295 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1295 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1295 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3583



1295 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1295 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1295 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1295 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1295 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We would like to voice our objection to the plan to build 850 new homes on the 
"Circus Field" between Laleston and Bryntirion.  This seems to go against the law on 
the opposite side of the A473 where building was not allowed between Laleston and 
Broadlands because the two villages were to be kept apart. Does this same law not 
apply to both sides of this road?  When Broadlands initially went ahead, 750 homes 
were meant to be built - there are now several thousands, we believe. There is still 

insufficient infrastructure for this huge number of homes.  Where would all the 
additional children go to school? Where would people be able to see a doctor? The 

local facilities definitely cannot support another huge influx, and any further local 
building would stretch facilities beyond endurance.  Laleston is an ancient village with 

many areas of special interest which potentially could be gobbled up, and it would 
lose its individual personality.   The extra traffic generated onto already crowded 
roads would also create more congestion and pollution.  Please reconsider this 

building application and leave green space between Laleston and Bryntirion for all to 
enjoy. 
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LDP Rep: 1297 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1297 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1297 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1297 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1297 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1297 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1297 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1297 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1297 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3585



1297 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1297 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1297 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1297 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1297 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I/We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 

grounds;  Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.   Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

1297 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk.  Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1298 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1298 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1298 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1298 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1298 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1298 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1298 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1298 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1298 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3588



1298 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1298 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1298 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1298 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1298 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID With reference to the Bridgend Council LDP 2018-2033 Consultation proposal of a 
Gypsy site at the North site of the Bryncethin Depot. We would very strongly put in our 

objections to this proposal as a family whose been living in the area for many years 
and feel very protective of the kind of Village Bryncethin has evolved into and the 

detrimental affect a Gypsy site would cause: Farming the land around Bryncethin the 
risk of out of control dogs and livestock attacks are one of the major problems we can 

see would be an issue. Taking the land that was proposed for the local youth for 
Rugby pitches and this would apply to a condition stated in the BCBC LDP   d) There 
would be no loss of important recreational, amenity or natural heritage value.   Access 

to the site and the Highways safety issue on the very busy Blackmill road would be 
another issue to address.  The Infrastructure and amenities would be costly for a 

small site   Land contamination and the evidence from other sites causing pollution 
and environmental concerns.  Evidence of a rise with theft and illegal dog breeding 
has been an issue in the local area from Gypsy sites  This is a huge worry for the 

elderly residence of Bryncethin and the Council has a duty of care to consider this.   
Although we are not suggesting all travellers are in that category their connections 
seem to have a reputation of Animal abuse, theft and unethical trading practices.  

Also the area in question would be more beneficial for the local commuters to develop 
a park and ride car park in that area.  The road to the M4 would benefit from a parking 
facility to car share this would be environmentally beneficial as well.  These are just a 

few objections we would like the Council to consider and the responsibility for the 
Council to be more open and more informative to this planning consultation   As this 

consultation was not publicised enough to the local residents and the shock and 
disappointment of this type of planning highlighted through Facebook media it is not 
acceptable.   Please consider the residents of the Old and New Bryncethin everyone 
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we have spoken to about it is totally against it    We hope you will be able to relay our 
objections 
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LDP Rep: 1299 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1299 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1299 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1299 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1299 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1299 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1299 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1299 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1299 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3591



1299 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1299 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1299 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1299 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1299 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site SP92)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau Proposal for 110 houses    I object to the 
above proposal and ask that it be deleted from the LDP on the following grounds.  
Road Traffic Congestion  The traffic between Broadlands and Waterton during the 
a.m. and p.m. rush hour is often at a standstill due to the capacity of the road being 
exceeded and the volume of traffic.  Traffic on the B4265 between Ewenny and the 
roundabout junction with the A48 at Ewenny roundabout often back up as far as the 
junction with Wick Road.    New Inn Road which is a country lane is used extensively 
as a short cut to the A48, it is dangerous to pedestrians and cyclists, as well as horse 
riders. Traffic using New Inn road travel at excessive speed with little or no regard to 

the type of road or other road users.  The Dipping Bridge is a grade 2 listed landmark, 
on new in road Geo location 51.4935931231289, -3.5984842995352215 has a weight 

limit of 2.5 Tonnes Maximum Gross Weight, this is a historic monument with the 
restrictions in force to preserve it.  Despite this restriction there is no enforcement by 

the police, local authority, or highways authority, I have seen trailers and HGV 
vehicles using the bridge far in excess of the legal weight limit. Transit vans have the 
following Mgw  2,900kg in 290 series models  3,140kg in 310 series models  3,365kg 

in 340 series models  3,500kg (aka 3.5 tonnes or 3.5t) in 350 series models (all 
Transit DCiVs are 350 series)  4,700kg in 470 series models (RWD L4H3 Transit vans 
only)  And yet the bridge is regularly used by major brand supermarkets for deliveries, 

Ewenny garden centre and other companies.   Any increased Development will put 
pedestrians and other road users at risk, there will inevitably more cars because of 

the proposed development, additionally this will increase the pollution levels and the 
carbon footprint. It is already known that the pollution levels at Ewenny Roundabout 

have exceeded the legal requirements.   Philip Barlow, the inner south London 
coroner, stated, Ella Kissi-Debrah’s death in February 2013, was contributed by air 
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pollution. He said she was exposed to nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter (PM) 
pollution in excess of World Health Organization guidelines, the principal source of 
which were traffic emissions.  This is a pivotal case and brings into question if the 

limits at Ewenny roundabout are known to exceed legal limits and this application is 
approved the liability of BCB for allowing this development any degree of negligence 

as a consequence.  Merthyr Mawr   The proposed development will without doubt 
degrade the natural beaty of Merthyr Mawr. BCBC has a policy to PROTECT AND 

ENHANCE DISTINCTIVE AND NATURAL PLACES, the proposed development can 
do nothing in line with this policy only devalue and degrade the environment.  

Protected species.  A significant area amounting to 25% of Island farm is the home of 
European protected species, Dormice, lesser horseshoe bats and Brown eared bats. 
The proposed development will not only increase nitrous oxide and carbon levels but 
also increase light pollution all of which will decimate the protected species and will 

potentially result in the area losing it’s SINC status. Such a loss will be irreparable and 
one which future generations will look back upon asking who authorised this.  

Employment.  Bridgend has seen significant reduction in employment with the town 
centre virtually empty with the exception of charity shops, and the Ford plant closing. 
It must therefore be assumed that residents who potentially reside in this proposed 

development will commute to work outside of the area and as already identified 
increases pollution and congestion on the roads. 
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LDP Rep: 1244 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1244 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1244 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1244 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3594



1244 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1244 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1244 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1244 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1244 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend:  Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;  · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies.  In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1300 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1300 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1300 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1300 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1300 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1300 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1300 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1300 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1300 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3597



1300 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1300 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1300 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1300 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1300 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Having read and re-read the plans for houses to be built at Island Farm, I must object 
to this ludicrous proposal. I live in Broadlands and already have to deal with the 

ridiculous amount of traffic on the A48 on a daily basis...not just on weekdays but at 
weekends also.  To not address the A48 as part of the plans is a significant oversight 
and highlights the fact that the council don't care about outstanding issues. We pay 
extortionate council tax rates in Bridgend and these additional houses shoe-horned 
into this area illustrates the council's greed with no consideration given for the local 
infrastructure.  Other areas of concern include Hut 9 and the historical significance 

that area holds, and the tranquil nature of Merthyr Mawr which is a jewel in Bridgend's 
crown and will be spoilt with the proposed plans.   I have no objections perse to an 

increase in houses, but this has to be in the right location with the proper 
infrastructure in place to support the increase in traffic. This is a massive oversight 

and the A48 which is on stop most days, would be Bridgend's largest free car park.  I 
look forward to seeing a realistic proposal in due course 

1300 
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LDP Rep: 1301 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1301 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1301 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1301 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1301 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1301 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1301 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1301 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1301 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3599



1301 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1301 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1301 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1301 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1301 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

1301 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1302 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1302 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1302 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1302 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1302 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1302 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1302 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1302 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1302 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3602



1302 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1302 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1302 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1302 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1302 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Are you prepared to give this up for the development of 847 houses… Remember we 
are just the guardians of this beautiful countryside and if we let it go there’s no turning 

back. PLEASE REGISTER YOUR OBJECTION WITH BCBC BY COPYING AND 
PASTING THIS  Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) 
and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of 

the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce 
outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 

1302 
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than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 
previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1303 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1303 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1303 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1303 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1303 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There is a small settlement proposed 
in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma community - the key for which 

appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of Aberkenfig already has a site less 
than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also, the LDP plans to place one in 

Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the travelling /Roma community, 
but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the ward and immediate area, 

particularly in a rural area of natural beauty (near Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a 
valued ecological / habitat area which, in a network to surrounding sites and 

woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask BCBC to consider other options for 
placing this site outside of the wards.  o I am opposed to this and wish for a more 

appropriate site to be considered. 

1303 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1303 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1303 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1303 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1303 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1303 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1303 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1303 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1303 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID In relation to Penyfai: • GREEN SPACE:  Residents believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field (Pen y fai Kick about area - NHCC CAT Transfer 

for 35 years) and Cavendish Park BOTH as green leisure spaces.   o I request these 
green spaces be recognised and marked as such in the published LDP.   • ‘SMALL 

DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent years have eroded green 
space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of our community as well as 
put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This fundamentally flies in the face of what 

the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it will not do. Addi-tionally, such 
developments often fail to make a full case that they are meeting the overall 

objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration of sustainable 
communities and the Wellbeing of Future Gen-erations Act within the plan.  The LDP 
notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai but fails to clearly identify 

potential places / candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a complete or 
sufficient consultation document for  Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am 

opposed to ‘small scale’ developments and believe this should be removed from the 
plan.   Permitted householder developments would be acceptable.    Further housing 

developments are not required in village.  Experience has shown where small 
developments have been built previously (and most recently Colman Vale), it has not 

1303 
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added any positive social or economic value or impact or benefit to the community 
whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on our village roads, created more 

environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to residents and damage to 
householder’s prop-erty and grass verges that have been carefully planted up by 
NHCC using resident’s precept payments over the years. It has created further 

unnecessary pressure on the infrastructure in terms of the local school and health 
care services.   There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 
route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 
village community - it would not be sustainable development. Many parents are forced 

to pay for buses or use their own vehicles to get their children safely to school 
(whether that be the catchment school or others).  o My view is the LDP should delete 
small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village.   In relation to PLA3 Land 
West of Bridgend, locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site I hereby 
object to the above proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on 
the follow-ing grounds.  · The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 
new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. A further 850 

houses would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, 
contrary to good planning principles and the statements made within the LDP. · 
Potentially the site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Coleman and 

Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation could create an undesirable precedent 
for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move the built-up area’s 

boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would cause 
further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards 

Pyle in the west.  · Even housing stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’ this area 
would likely be beyond the means of most young person’s due to the nature of the 

area. · Infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local 
comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 
School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contribu-tions 

from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 
proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 

principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 

urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s ob-jective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough. · This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage · The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have 
been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly 

valued by local people and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the 
impact and loss. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance 

costs onto the community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the 
commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of 
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positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that 

is struggling with pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that main road, 
this is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase through the Cefn 

Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park Street congestion and to 
access the M4. · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, 

fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.                                               
· The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous: - o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recom-mended by the developer, would cause 

unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Al-ternative vehicle movements would 
not be equally convenient to any users of the lane net-work, and the unintended 

consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

ve-hicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 

expand this development further northwards.  In summary we are against this 
proposal as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to achieve - this 
proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the 
wrong location. Oth-er sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to support a 
development of this nature, with less impact.   General observations on the wider 

planning issues:  I have observed developers can and have made arguments after 
planning consent has been granted, to reduce the levels of social housing based on 
financial viability and profits and to negotiate changes in conditions.  This should not 

be allowed to continue.  Similarly, Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas where 
development and disruption takes place and is often reneged on; community voices in 

relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an issue on 
new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not been 
adopted is creating problems and unsafe routes creating hazards and falls risks.  

Additionally, the plan as a whole could and should be more ambitious in terms of the 
figures/percentages for social housing, and developers should be expected to deliver 
a higher percentage than that proposed. Brid-gend County appears to have become a 

commuter County and young people cannot afford to stay and get on the property 
ladder. In terms of economic regeneration, we should be aiming to keep more young 

people em-ployed and living locally with truly affordable housing. 
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LDP Rep: 1304 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1304 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1304 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1304 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1304 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1304 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1304 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1304 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1304 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3609



1304 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1304 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1304 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1304 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1304 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1305 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1305 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1305 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1305 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1305 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1305 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1305 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1305 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1305 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3612



1305 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1305 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1305 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1305 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1305 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there.  The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies.  In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 

Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1306 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1306 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1306 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1306 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1306 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1306 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1306 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1306 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1306 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3615



1306 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1306 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1306 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1306 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1306 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I would like to lodge my objection to the plans to redevelop and build along the A48, 
Ewenny, Merthyr Mawr, Island Farm, for some many reasons, the loss of an historic 

place, impact to flowers, fauna, site of scientific interest, the sewerage farm at 
Ogmore is already operating above and beyond capacity and any more strain will 

result in raw sewage finding its way into the sea around Ogmore decimating marine 
life and impacting on the health of water users and beach goers, impact to the 

infrastructure of Bridgend, not enough schools to support the influx of children, the 
dipping bridge should be preserved for use and not damages or closed because of 

the increase in traffic, the roundabout is already a major issue from Bridgend to 
Ewenny to the A48, so much queuing at busy times, so many accidents over the 

years and then the bottle neck of McDonalds traffic at the next roundabout, blocking 
the exit from the Ewenny roundabout   Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to 

Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 
Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP 

is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 
sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 

Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 
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of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 
the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 

County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1307 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1307 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1307 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1307 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1307 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1307 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1307 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1307 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1307 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1307 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1307 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1307 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1307 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1307 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33  Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: · maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve.  In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there.  The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations.  In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1308 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1308 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1308 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1308 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1308 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1308 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1308 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1308 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1308 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1308 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1308 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1308 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1308 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1308 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 

boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 
nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 

and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 
Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 

has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 
now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1309 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and 
the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, 

enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, 
workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, 
resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of 

communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable sustainable 
economic growth.’  It is contended that the large scale allocation of housing and 

growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its residents meet 
this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates on high 

environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. 

1309 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1309 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1309 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is 
required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. 
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5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have on the 
highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the 

LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 

than a house once stood there. 

1309 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1309 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1309 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1309 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID The proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large 
scale development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case 
that this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 

and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. 

1309 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1309 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

3625



1309 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1309 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;  · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve.  In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there.  The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

1309 
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sustainable economic growth.’  It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 
‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1310 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1310 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1310 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1310 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1310 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1310 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1310 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1310 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1310 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1310 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1310 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1310 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1310 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1310 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I am writing to object the development at Island Farm. It is both shocking and 
depressing that this development is even up for discussion. Building here would 

destroy our town and surrounding areas of Corntown, Ewenny, Ogmore by sea and 
beyond! Bridgend is going to become one huge housing estate! The town is a 

disaster, there are no amenities for our youngsters, schools are packed and doctors 
surgeries are full! We do not need more people in this area! Ewenny roundabout is a 

nightmare at the best if times, whoever's responsible for putting traffic lights there 
should be sacked! The congestion which will be even worse, 10 fold!! We have the 

beautiful Merthyr Mawr which has already suffered with the building of so many 
houses in the area. Bridgend used to be such a pleasant place but the people in 

power seem determined to destroy it as I'm sure they don't have to witness and live 
here. 847 houses will destroy the area in so many ways. We don't want this space to 
be developed! Nobody wants it apart from the fat cats who's  pockets will get fuller at 

the expense of so many people's happiness and contentment. 
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LDP Rep: 1311 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1311 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1311 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1311 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1311 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1311 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1311 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1311 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1311 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1311 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1311 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1311 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1311 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1311 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I write rejecting the proposed housing on Island Farm plus Craig Y Parcau.  As a 
resident from the Broadlands I can speak personally on the amount of traffic that 

affects the A48.  At certain times of the day, you have to queue to get off the 
Broadlands Estate.  Once there are 847 houses on Island Farm this is going to be an 
almost impossible task.   There are forever queues up to Ewenny Roundabout and 

beyond to the Tesco roundabout.  This stretch of A48 is almost bumper to bumper on 
a sunny day with people trying to get to Ogmore or Porthcawl.    There have been a 
lot of fatalities on this road too, I feel this will be adding to it.  When large housing 
estates are erected there is always a problem that there are not enough schools, 
doctors, hospitals etc.   If a Primary School is erected there certainly isn't enough 
Comprehensive Schools around to accommodate the children from the Primary 

Schools.  I also feel that adding more housing in this area will be detrimental to our 
wildlife and added pollution. 
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LDP Rep: 1312 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1312 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1312 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1312 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1312 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1312 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1312 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1312 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1312 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1312 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1312 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1312 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1312 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1312 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1313 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1313 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1313 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1313 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1313 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1313 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1313 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1313 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1313 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1313 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1313 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1313 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1313 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1313 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1314 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1314 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1314 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1314 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1314 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Regarding the proposal to build 800+ homes on Island Farm. This is a very poor idea. 
The roads won't be able to cope with the increase in traffic. The area on the 'south' 

side of the A48 is a great asset to the town, providing much needed countryside and 
recreational space for the local population.  If you have to do something, make all the 
lanes in the area 'Access Only' for those living and working in Merthyr Mawr village. 

Then convert the old Crossways Night Club site into a Park and Ride facility for 
people wishing to travel to the dunes. Possibly provide 'Boris Bikes' for hire at 

Crossways, with a cycle park at Candleston Castle.  This will make walking, horse 
riding and cycling to the dunes much safer and avoid the crazy situation of people 
driving somewhere to walk their dog or go for a run. They could then simply extend 
their dog walk/run by a few kilometres and help save the planet at the same time. 

1314 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1314 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1314 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1314 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1314 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1314 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1314 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1314 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Regarding the proposal to build 800+ homes on Island Farm. This is a very poor idea. 
The roads won't be able to cope with the increase in traffic. The area on the 'south' 

side of the A48 is a great asset to the town, providing much needed countryside and 
recreational space for the local population.  If you have to do something, make all the 
lanes in the area 'Access Only' for those living and working in Merthyr Mawr village. 

Then convert the old Crossways Night Club site into a Park and Ride facility for 
people wishing to travel to the dunes. Possibly provide 'Boris Bikes' for hire at 

Crossways, with a cycle park at Candleston Castle.  This will make walking, horse 
riding and cycling to the dunes much safer and avoid the crazy situation of people 
driving somewhere to walk their dog or go for a run. They could then simply extend 
their dog walk/run by a few kilometres and help save the planet at the same time. 

1314 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1314 
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LDP Rep: 1315 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1315 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1315 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1315 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1315 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1315 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1315 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1315 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1315 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3640



1315 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1315 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1315 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1315 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1315 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

1315 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1316 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1316 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1316 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1316 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1316 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1316 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1316 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1316 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1316 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3643



1316 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1316 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1316 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1316 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1316 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Hi it’s just to approve the traveler site in bryncethin everybody needs somewhere to 
live . 1316 
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LDP Rep: 1317 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1317 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1317 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1317 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1317 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1317 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1317 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1317 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1317 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3645



1317 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1317 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1317 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1317 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1317 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I am a resident in Wigan Terrace and having the Gypsy Traveller site in Bryncethin 
will bring nothing to our community We already have a Traveller Site at Penprisk, also 

Heol y que -  to which residents are having issues there, and also Aberkenfig.   We 
are already needing more of a better road system to ease congestion and heavy 
lorry’s coming through Wigan Terrace, Recycling could be picked up rear of our 

property instead of us walking it through our house. Not fair that Travellers won’t have 
that problem and all for free. There will be an extra drain on police resources with anti 

social behaviour etc unless of course you can guarantee it will not be needed!  If 
Travellers wish to be permanent they should be put into social housing, there are 

plenty of empty properties not being used around the Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1318 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1318 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1318 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1318 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1318 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1318 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1318 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1318 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1318 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3647



1318 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1318 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1318 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1318 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1318 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1319 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1319 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1319 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1319 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1319 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1319 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1319 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1319 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1319 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3650



1319 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1319 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1319 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1319 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1319 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for the site to be deleted from the LDP, 
on the following grounds:- - Young professionals like myself that live in the Cefn Glas / 
Bryntirion area and commute to Swansea to work will be significantly impacted by the 

increased traffic that 850 additional homes will add to the A478. The closure of 
Llangewydd road to vehicular traffic adds to this problem acutely, where additional 

road infrastructure to relieve traffic pressure is necessary instead of less. This route 
has already been impacted by the Broadlands development at the Bryngolau traffic 
lights, and will be impacted by the 2000 homes proposed near Pyle. The only other 
routes to the motorway are through Pen-y-Fai via Cefn Glas Road, and Park Street, 

which are already strained. This proposal will put immense traffic pressure on the only 
remaining route available, and make it infeasible to live here and commute to work 
west of Bridgend.  - Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-
based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 

some 3000 new houses in recent years. Significant further housing is also currently 
being built adjacent to this proposal in Bryntirion. This is already a disproportionate 
amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make 
this delicate site profitable, even so-called 'affordable' housing would be beyond the 

means of most young people.  - Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up 
with the house-building of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of 

Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful because of road access constraints. 
Section 106 contributions from a developer therefore would be futile for this purpose. 

Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would 
violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of 

infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly addressed.  - Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park 
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Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating 
more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained 

in the draft LDP.  - Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 
junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the 
A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity.  - The site would 

coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 
planning principles. It would also be in conflict with the principle of maintaining at least 

two fields between the two communities established when the Broadlands proposal 
was first approved.  - The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 

effect would be urbanization of the entire district. Urbanization would violate the 
council's objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

biodiversity of the county borough.  - This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrim's 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith ('The Way of the Law'), and a drover's road. There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  - The proposed site criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanizing them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer's proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community.  - No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.  - The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development.  - This urbanization would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanization to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area's boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 
This would further coalesce, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and 

towards Pyle in the west.  - The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular 
traffic is undesirable and disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already 
a popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on 

this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at 
Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the 

developer, would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane 
that would require considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor 

state for vehicular traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. 
Alternative vehicular movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the 

lane network, and the unintended consequences could be severe. They have not 
been investigated.      b) Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to 
argue for the closure of Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a 

credible motive for this closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' 
boundary for the development. Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and 

leaves the way wide open to future applications for further housing development 
towards Penyfai, which planners would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the 

experience of Broadlands, where an initial development of a slightly larger size than 
this proposal grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds to one now 

numbered in thousands. The inclusion of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd 

3652



Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality 
be a further indication of an ambition to expand this development further northwards.  
- In a nutshell, this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type 
of houses in the wrong location. A case is not made and the proposal should be set 

aside and not progressed in the LDP. 

3653



LDP Rep: 1320 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1320 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1320 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1320 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1320 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1320 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1320 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1320 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1320 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3654



1320 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1320 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1320 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1320 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  Further comments (if any): 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1320 
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LDP Rep: 1321 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1321 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1321 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1321 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1321 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1321 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1321 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1321 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1321 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3657



1321 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1321 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1321 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1321 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1321 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1322 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1322 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1322 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1322 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1322 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1322 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1322 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1322 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1322 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1322 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1322 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1322 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1322 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.    Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons.  Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  Further along the A473, air quality testing 

in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP.  Further road traffic would also put further 
strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 

Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 
capacity.  The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles.  The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough.  This green wedge is the 
location of the LalestonStones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. 
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 The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community.  No evidence has 
been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.  The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

 The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1322 
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LDP Rep: 1323 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1323 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1323 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1323 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1323 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1323 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1323 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1323 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1323 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1323 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1323 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1323 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final 
LDP,  because of its historical importance to the local community.   If it were ever 

financially possible to investigate the archaeology of this area it is possible that the 
medieval remains would provide a Faith tourism project that would greatly add to the 
County Borough by providing direct employment and income gen-eration into existing 

businesses.  Both of these ambitions are noted within the LDP for Bridgend.  The 
following provides a general description of the Scheduled Ancient Monument from the 

CADW website:   The remains of what is know locally as Llangewyd Church and 
Churchyard (SS875809) is a scheduled ancient monument, the remains of St 

Cewydd’s Church built in 11 century and believed to have been demolished by  
Cister-cian monks in the 13 century.  CADW reference number GM237     designated 

on 27 October 1955.  The monument comprises the remains of a church and 
churchyard probably dating to the medieval period.  Churchyard:  area of about 1.5 

acres bounded on west and north-west by a wall (now a field wall) and on north-east, 
east and south by a low bank c. 7m broad x 0.60m high, with a gap in the south-east 
corner.  On the south side, on the line of the bank and 3m apart, are two stones 1.8m 

high.  (At the road-side, near the gate of the field is the base of a cross.)    Church:  
bank c. 30m x 7.30m, 0.30-0.60m high in south half of the church-yard.  Ground falls 
away to the north.  Projection to the north at the east end makes the mound rather L-

shaped.   The monument is of national importance for its potential to enhance our 
knowledge of medieval ecclesiastical organisation. The monument forms an important 
element within the wider medieval context and the structure itself may be expected to 
contain archaeological information in regard to chronolo-gy, building techniques and 
functional detail.  The scheduled area comprises the remains described and areas 

around them within which related evidence may be expected to survive.  Some 
historian think that the remains of the 11 Century church were actually built on the 

foundations of an even older church.  Inscribed stones have been found in the fields 
where the development is planned and are in storage in Cardiff Museum.  At least one 
upright stone can still be found in the hedgerow surrounding the ‘Circus Field’, other 
may survive.  You can clearly see a medieval pilgrim marker base stone on Laleston 

crossroads, next to the ‘Circus Field’ where LCC has installed an inter-pretation 
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board.  Also, as this area is a known medieval pilgrim route, the hedgerows 
themselves are equally as old and deserve to be protected.   I firmly believe that the 

significance of the settlement at Llangewydd adds greatly to our understanding of the 
development of our farming landscape.  In particular it adds to our knowledge about 
the Cistercian religious order.  Further information about the history of Laleston can 
be found at:  https://lalestoncommunitycouncil.gov.uk and the details of the Laleston 
Stone Trail are available here:  https://adobeindd.com/view/publications/91d158b9-

1da1-4c83-a562-cdd77cc61f23/7dt7/publication-web-
resources/image/lalestonStonesLeaflet-outside.png    After WW2 aerial photographs 

also point to there being evidence of a Roman     set-tlement bordered by the 
communities of Llangewyd, Laleston and Penyfai.   This  needs archaeological 

investigation.   If development is to be permitted, the community needs to be assured 
that a full pro-fessional archaeological exploration of the site will be part of the 
conditions of devel-opment before any work is allowed to commence.  Laleston 

Community Council would also prefer that any excavation involving the local 
community.  Laleston Community Council has already experienced a young and 

inexperienced member of staff from a developers try to attend a council meeting to tell 
us all about their proposals.  One of my fears is that a local land owner could offer his 

land to such an individual for turning/parking lorries or dumping spoil from the site 
right on top of what remains of our ancient monument.  The damage would be done 

and no amount of financial compensation would put this right.  In addition I would add 
my name to the following objections:  · Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new hous-es in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profit-able, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. · Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local compre-hensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequate-ly addressed. · Further along the A473, air quality testing 

in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 vio-lates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. · The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. · The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. · This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
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drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. · 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been con-

scientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. · No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. · This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

· The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and dis-
ingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and cycling 

route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Al-ternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applica-tions for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 
find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broad-lands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambi-tion to 
expand this development further northwards. o In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1323 
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LDP Rep: 1324 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1324 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1324 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1324 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1324 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1324 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1324 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1324 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1324 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1324 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1324 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1324 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1324 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;  · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1325 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1325 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1325 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1325 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1325 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1325 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1325 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1325 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1325 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1325 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1325 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1325 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1325 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1325 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final 
LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of 

the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 
to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 

Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 
the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
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Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 
they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 

context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1326 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1326 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1326 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1326 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1326 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1326 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1326 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1326 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1326 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1326 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1326 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1326 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1326 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Further to my discussion with a member of the Strategic Planning Team yesterday, I 
wish to make the following request:  I am applying for inclusion into the settlement 

boundary, the area marked in purple on the attached map. This area of land is 
accessible through a private, gated driveway to the two properties namely,  

.  There is a pair of semi-detached houses opposite my land 
and driveway.  The parcel of land is referred to as infill.  This land is owned by me and 
adjacent to my property, , and as such it is now well on the way to being 

landscaped.  Brambles and many hawthorn bushes covered the land and it was 
mainly inaccessible until the last couple of years.  I have planted a hedge on two of 
the boundaries and have also planted many trees.  I have already planted  6 Acer 
Dividi, Hazle, Holly and Elder.  I have 12 potted oaks and over 30 potted sycamore 
trees that are ready to be planted along the boundary to the farmed land over the 

winter months.  The main areas are now open meadow with masses of wild flowers.  I 
have a passion for trees and flowers and grow them from seed.  I moved here over 36 
years ago and lived with my husband, , who sadly passed away in 2015,  

We raised 4 children in , a very large, ex-military house.  I moved 
into , the smaller house of the two, a year ago.  My daughter lives in 

.  My current house is still too big for one person and could house a 
large family.  I have no desire to leave Stormy Down, but I could live in a much 

smaller more eco-friendly house on the land next to me.  Over the years I have been 
to many building exhibitions and would relish the opportunity to be able to  incorporate 
many of the energy and water saving technologies now available to housebuilders.  I 

would appreciate my application being considered during this consultation period.  
See map included. 
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LDP Rep: 1327 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1327 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1327 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1327 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1327 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1327 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1327 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1327 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1327 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3676



1327 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1327 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1327 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1327 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1327 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID see accompanying info 
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LDP Rep: 1328 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1328 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1328 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1328 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1328 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1328 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1328 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1328 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1328 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1328 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1328 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1328 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1328 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1328 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Hello I have seen the replacement Lpd for Bridgend and as a member of a local 
Archaeology Group l am concerned about the building on a site which could uncover 

some important information of our local history ,would you make sure any 
Archaeology will be recorded and available for research purposes ,as it is all we will 

have ,it would be very nice to have our own museum even online to cover our bronze 
age in Bridgend ,iron age Welsh Norman Medieval Victorian before it all gets 

destroyed .l would like to see more culture such as an art centre ,we have a university 
College which does some wonderful Art Courses please let's move away from 

Bridgend as a centre for mental health police hq and social services ,we become what 
we teach please please l hope this brings a bigger vision for Bridgend .also whatever 

proposals you have for sport and health please help your Municipal Bowls club to 
survive ,l can't tell you what a wonderful community activity it has been for so many 
men and women ,it is very popular with younger people in the Valleys it's something 

which should be protected and supported in Bridgend town . 
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LDP Rep: 1329 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1329 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1329 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1329 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1329 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1329 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1329 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1329 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1329 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1329 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1329 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1329 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1329 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID See accompanying info 
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LDP Rep: 1330 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1330 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1330 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1330 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1330 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1330 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1330 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1330 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1330 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 

3686



1330 I would like to raise my objection to the current plans to build houses at the site of 
island farm.   Island farm is a fantastically important site of war history that is unique in 

the uk.  I have always been shocked at the lack of local funding for the site to 
preserve it; it really should be respected and enjoyed more.  I would like you to be 
aware I chose to bring a group of 17/18 for the school I teach at in Cardiff to island 
farm prior to covid. They loved the experience and were shocked that wales had 

something that they only known to be in Germany on school excursions!!   Please do 
not remove this site of historical importance for homes. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1330 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1330 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1330 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I would like to raise my objection to the current plans to build houses at the site of 
island farm.   Island farm is a fantastically important site of war history that is unique in 

the uk.  I have always been shocked at the lack of local funding for the site to 
preserve it; it really should be respected and enjoyed more.  I would like you to be 
aware I chose to bring a group of 17/18 for the school I teach at in Cardiff to island 
farm prior to covid. They loved the experience and were shocked that wales had 

something that they only known to be in Germany on school excursions!!   Please do 
not remove this site of historical importance for homes. 

1330 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1330 
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LDP Rep: 1331 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1331 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1331 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1331 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1331 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1331 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1331 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1331 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1331 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1331 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1331 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1331 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1331 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 

1331 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 
‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1331 
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LDP Rep: 1332 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1332 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1332 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1332 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1332 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Ref: SP2(2) Island Farm Ref: COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau  I would like to register my 
concern on the two proposed developments (references above).  I am only too aware 

of the growing need for new and affordable housing in Bridgend as I have two 
children myself who will be looking to fly the nest within the next 10 years or so. 

However, what concerns me is the lack of disclosure on proposed infrastructure.  If 
what is reported is to believed then there will be 1800 housed with a conservative 

estimate of 3 people per household and 2 vehicles per household and let's be ultra 
conservative and say 1 school age child per household. That amounts to;   5400 
people requiring doctors surgeries, dentists, policing and hospitals.   3600 cars 

requiring access to roads for work and leisure.   1800 children requiring schooling.  
Our town and borough is already struggling to meet the demands of our current 
population so I would need to see more in the way of infrastructure planning as 

detailed above before supporting any increase in housing in this area.  Besides these 
concerns there are also environmental and wildlife concerns which I would also like to 

see more detail on.  In my 44 years of being resident in Bridgend I have lived in 
Porthcawl, Brackla and Broadlands. Vague promises of new schools, GP surgeries 

and road improvements will not wash with me as I have seen these promises broken 
many times (Broadlands still hasn't got a doctor's surgery after over 20 years of me 

living here!) 

1332 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 
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ID  

1332 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1332 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1332 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1332 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1332 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1332 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1332 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Ref: SP2(2) Island Farm Ref: COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau  I would like to register my 
concern on the two proposed developments (references above).  I am only too aware 

of the growing need for new and affordable housing in Bridgend as I have two 
children myself who will be looking to fly the nest within the next 10 years or so. 

However, what concerns me is the lack of disclosure on proposed infrastructure.  If 
what is reported is to believed then there will be 1800 housed with a conservative 

estimate of 3 people per household and 2 vehicles per household and let's be ultra 
conservative and say 1 school age child per household. That amounts to;   5400 
people requiring doctors surgeries, dentists, policing and hospitals.   3600 cars 

requiring access to roads for work and leisure.   1800 children requiring schooling.  
Our town and borough is already struggling to meet the demands of our current 
population so I would need to see more in the way of infrastructure planning as 

detailed above before supporting any increase in housing in this area.  Besides these 
concerns there are also environmental and wildlife concerns which I would also like to 

see more detail on.  In my 44 years of being resident in Bridgend I have lived in 

1332 
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Porthcawl, Brackla and Broadlands. Vague promises of new schools, GP surgeries 
and road improvements will not wash with me as I have seen these promises broken 
many times (Broadlands still hasn't got a doctor's surgery after over 20 years of me 

living here!) 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1332 
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LDP Rep: 1333 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1333 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1333 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1333 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1333 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1333 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1333 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1333 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1333 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3694



1333 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1333 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1333 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1333 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1333 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I would like to raise concerns regarding the proposed development at Island Farm.   It 
is appreciated that there is a demand for housing throughout the country, however I 

strongly feel that this development is ignoring many human and environmental factors 
and focusing on financial gains only.       • The population of Bridgend has grown 

quicker than the rate of Wales since 2011. Wales and Bridgend have increased their 
population by 3 and 6%, respectively, since 2011. This growth is the largest growth in 

Wales, outside of Cardiff (statswales.gov.uk).   • The demolishing of Island Farm 
Camp huts in 1994 (to make way for Science Park extension that never materialised), 

leaving just Hut 9 to not only educate the future generations of historical events in 
Bridgend, but to respect the brave people who fought for the country we live in today. 

To develop in this area would be an even greater insult and an even further 
embarrassment of Bridgend Council to allow such actions.   • Bats are known to live in 
and around Island Farm. Although an attempt to ‘re-house’ bats in the bat house build 

on the site, they continue to live around hut 9. As a protected species I believe the 
council should endeavour to restrict permission to build anywhere near these sites.   • 
The agricultural land shown on the LDP varies in grading, however primarily the land 
is predicted at grade 2 and three. This is defined by the Welsh Assembly Government 
as ‘good agricultural soil’ and a mere 7% of the Welsh land. Bridgend Council need to 

protect this land, given the alternative areas for development.   • The Welsh 
Government site at Brocastle, recent development which has now ceased by Ineos, is 

graded as 5 and 6 on the agricultural land scaling, making it very poor agricultural 
land. In addition to this, Ineos have already constructed several roads that would 

benefit the housing development without impacting on historical (Island Farm Camp) 
and ecological systems that are at Island Farm site.   • Redevelopment and 

regeneration play a heavy role in the Future Wales: The National Plan 2040. Using 
examples of previous redevelopments within the county, such as The Rhiw, show the 

1333 
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success of using current buildings to increase housing figures.   • GP surgeries, 
hospitals and schools have recently had a direct impact on the growing population in 
Bridgend, which has not been fully supported to accommodate such growth. Princess 
of Wales Hospital in Bridgend remains largely the same as it was in 2001, where the 
population was much smaller resulting in increasing waiting times. GP surgeries had 
planned to be amalgamated to Sunnyside development, yet the contractor here has 
gone ceased trading. In the meantime, Ashfield and Cefn Glas have been sold.   • 
Princess of Wales Hospital has daily ambulance offload waits already – are you 
expanding the hospital beds, Emergency Department, and community support to 
accommodate the build? It appears not in the LDP.   • Bryntirion Comprehensive 

already cannot supply school spaces to its catchment area, leaving Brynteg pushing 
its boundaries.   • The A48 is an extremely busy road with ever increasing incidents. 

Just a few years ago a young male died on the road, and although a 50mph has been 
enforced, this still does not support the safety of pedestrians along this route. By 

reducing the speed limit, the council have effectively admitted there is a risk to life to 
pedestrians along this busy route. Adding a housing estate across the route where 

multiple more people will cross daily is a death sentence and an irresponsible action.   
• Talks of increasing the A48 to a dual carriage does not solve a problem – where 
exactly does the road even lead to? – an already congested Ewenny roundabout, 

chaotic McDonalds and traffic backlogs that have been seen to lead up to Cobbles in 
Ewenny on hot summer days. No amount of decorative talk can change the 

infrastructure surrounding the traffic, which is already a danger.   • Daily I walk my 
young son to school and cross the A48 to walk down the public footpath. I have 

resulted in driving to a street closer to Oldcastle school to avoid the ‘kind’ drivers who 
insist on stopping on the A48 to let us cross. Although I can see their kindness, it is 
terrifying to think of the danger that myself and my son are put in.  Developing on 

Island Farm will lead to more people crossing this already dangerous road.         
There are many alternative areas to develop housing in Bridgend, but Island Farm is 
not one of them. The use of poor agricultural land must be considered first. The land 
at Island Farm is historic, working agriculture and touching one of Bridgend’s finest 

spots – Merthyr Mawr. 
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LDP Rep: 1334 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1334 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1334 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1334 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1334 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1334 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1334 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1334 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1334 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3697



1334 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1334 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1334 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1334 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawrarou village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough.i totally oppose of 
any future building s I don't feel it would bring anything but noise more cars harder to 
pull out of our junction and and most of all if was happening to you would want it on 

your doorstep I don't think so. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1334 

3699



LDP Rep: 1336 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1336 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1336 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1336 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1336 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1336 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1336 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1336 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1336 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3700



1336 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1336 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1336 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1336 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1336 
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LDP Rep: 1337 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1337 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1337 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1337 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1337 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1337 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1337 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1337 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1337 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3703



1337 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1337 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1337 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1337 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough.  May I also object 
to this project as our rivers are under immense pressure due to foul water entering our 
river systems. At present the works at Ogmore by Sea is not able to cope with heavy 
prolonged wet weather and end up spilling foul to river at these times as well as many 
other CSO,s upon the Ogmore system. This is totally unacceptable and this estate as 

well as all the others within the area are what are exacerbating the problems and 
killing our rivers. Until this serious problem is resolved you should stop building more 
and more houses and concentration returning Bridgend to its original state and stop 

destroying our town. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1337 
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LDP Rep: 1338 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1338 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1338 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1338 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1338 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID I live on Ewenny Road.  We experience daily issues relating to traffic, from excessive 
noise and fumes from exhausts, queueing traffic, HGV/lorries using Ewenny Road as 
a main route and difficulty even crossing the road.  There is no doubt that adding any 

additional houses in this vicinity will exponentially increase the issues that we 
experience daily as local residents.  The Island Farm development proposes to have 

a main entrance/exit onto the A48.  This will lead to further congestion along the 
Ewenny roundabout and onto Ewenny Road.  We are not far from Park Street, which 
has the highest levels of pollution in Bridgend.  There is no doubt that Ewenny Road 

would be moving towards levels competing with this if more traffic was encouraged to 
pass through our road.  Both the Island Farm development and Craig Y Parcau 

proposal plan to use the A48 as a main access point.  This an extremely fast road 
with at least one recent fatality.  How would an increase in traffic on this road be 

managed safely?  There will be more children crossing to attend the local 
comprehensive and generally more pedestrians crossing the A48 to access our town 

centre.  Crossing the A48 on foot is dangerous and the underpass in Newbridge 
Fields is a very poor alternative route. If traffic slows to allow for pedestrian access 

points this will undoubtedly impact the back 2 fields which are a vital habitat in 
Newbridge Fields to many species of wildlife.  We equally do not want traffic queueing 
from the Broadlands roundabout to Ewenny roundabout.  Neither an increase in traffic 

or a reduction in speed would be acceptable in this instance 

1338 
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6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1338 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1338 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1338 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID The biggest objection that I have to the Island Farm proposal relates to the fact that 
the development will negatively impact the SINC which is located in the vicinity of the 
site plans.  There is no doubt that a development of this size will affect the wildlife that 

thrive in these areas.  It is known for housing Dormice and Lesser horseshoe bats, 
Barn owls, lapwing and unknown quantities of insects live in these natural habitats.  
Various scientific resources (e.g. Biological Conservation paper, supported by the 

Natural History Museum, ) has revealed that over 40% of all insects are declining, and 
a third are endangered. The data suggests that the rate of decline is at least 2.5% per 
year. According to the researchers' analysis, a quarter of insects could be wiped out 
within just a decade.  Any large scale housing developments in the Bridgend area 

WILL negatively impact insects and wildlife in the area.  I do not believe that you will 
be able to provide adequate compensatory and replacement habitat, as you claim to 
be planning to provide.  The original habitat should be allowed to thrive.  Many of the 

objections raised regarding the Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau development are also 
valid concerns that I have regarding the development for Laleston/Bryntirion.  The 
environmental impacts cannot be overlooked here, 850 houses will decimate the 

wildlife in an area of natural and historic beauty.  The area has ancient trees including 
oaks; flora including orchids, meadow flowers, fungi, mosses, and a mix of hedgerow 
species which date the hedgerows in terms of hundreds of years. As for fauna, there 
are regular sightings of fox, rabbit, weasel, squirrel, dormouse, hedgehog, frog and 

toad. There are bats, and a variety of birds, including birds of prey. We have a 
responsibility to future generations to preserve as much greenbelt land as possible. 
The lanes which connect Bryntirion to Rogers Lane and Pen Y Fai are centuries old. 

They currently provide a relatively little used vehicle access but also a massively used 
walking route for local residents, running clubs, dog walkers, nature lovers and 
historians. The value of these fields and lanes to people who need exposure to 

outside spaces for mental health benefits is being massively undervalued by these 
proposals. 

1338 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1338 
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11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1338 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1338 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am emailing to express deep concern and objection to the proposed plans for 
housing development on the Island Farm area, Craig Y Parcau area and Laleston 
area (Circus Fields).  There are a number of reasons why I believe that building on 

these areas should not proceed.  I live on Ewenny Road.  We experience daily issues 
relating to traffic, from excessive noise and fumes from exhausts, queueing traffic, 

HGV/lorries using Ewenny Road as a main route and difficulty even crossing the road.  
There is no doubt that adding any additional houses in this vicinity will exponentially 

increase the issues that we experience daily as local residents.  The Island Farm 
development proposes to have a main entrance/exit onto the A48.  This will lead to 

further congestion along the Ewenny roundabout and onto Ewenny Road.  We are not 
far from Park Street, which has the highest levels of pollution in Bridgend.  There is no 
doubt that Ewenny Road would be moving towards levels competing with this if more 
traffic was encouraged to pass through our road.  The biggest objection that I have to 

the Island Farm proposal relates to the fact that the development will negatively 
impact the SINC which is located in the vicinity of the site plans.  There is no doubt 
that a development of this size will affect the wildlife that thrive in these areas.  It is 

known for housing Dormice and Lesser horseshoe bats, Barn owls, lapwing and 
unknown quantities of insects live in these natural habitats.  Various scientific 

resources (e.g. Biological Conservation paper, supported by the Natural History 
Museum, ) has revealed that over 40% of all insects are declining, and a third are 
endangered. The data suggests that the rate of decline is at least 2.5% per year. 

According to the researchers' analysis, a quarter of insects could be wiped out within 
just a decade.  Any large scale housing developments in the Bridgend area WILL 

negatively impact insects and wildlife in the area.  I do not believe that you will be able 
to provide adequate compensatory and replacement habitat, as you claim to be 

planning to provide.  The original habitat should be allowed to thrive.  Both the Island 
Farm development and Craig Y Parcau proposal plan to use the A48 as a main 

access point.  This an extremely fast road with at least one recent fatality.  How would 
an increase in traffic on this road be managed safely?  There will be more children 

crossing to attend the local comprehensive and generally more pedestrians crossing 
the A48 to access our town centre.  Crossing the A48 on foot is dangerous and the 

underpass in Newbridge Fields is a very poor alternative route. If traffic slows to allow 
for pedestrian access points this will undoubtedly impact the back 2 fields which are a 
vital habitat in Newbridge Fields to many species of wildlife.  We equally do not want 
traffic queueing from the Broadlands roundabout to Ewenny roundabout.  Neither an 

increase in traffic or a reduction in speed would be acceptable in this instance.  In 
your LDP Deposit plan you mention the intention to establish a 'green lung' by 

connecting our town centre, Newbridge Fields and the new development. Merthyr 
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Mawr is already a green lung!  We do not need to infringe on this in any way, it needs 
to be allowed to exist untouched.  I would also be very interested to know how you 
plan to 'minimise visual impact' for these developments.  How can 847 houses and 

110 houses not have any visual impact?  You will be removing fields and hedgerows 
for a significant development and replacing them with concrete and buildings.  This 

will have a visual impact!  It is unavoidable!  Many of the objections raised regarding 
the Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau development are also valid concerns that I have 

regarding the development for Laleston/Bryntirion.  The environmental impacts cannot 
be overlooked here, 850 houses will decimate the wildlife in an area of natural and 
historic beauty.  The area has ancient trees including oaks; flora including orchids, 

meadow flowers, fungi, mosses, and a mix of hedgerow species which date the 
hedgerows in terms of hundreds of years. As for fauna, there are regular sightings of 
fox, rabbit, weasel, squirrel, dormouse, hedgehog, frog and toad. There are bats, and 

a variety of birds, including birds of prey. We have a responsibility to future 
generations to preserve as much greenbelt land as possible. The lanes which connect 

Bryntirion to Rogers Lane and Pen Y Fai are centuries old. They currently provide a 
relatively little used vehicle access but also a massively used walking route for local 

residents, running clubs, dog walkers, nature lovers and historians. The value of these 
fields and lanes to people who need exposure to outside spaces for mental health 

benefits is being massively undervalued by these proposals.  There is no doubt that 
profit will also be part of this Laleston plan, houses being sold at the edge of Laleston 
as opposed to Bryntirion will reach a higher premium. A housing development in this 
green space will diminish one of the oldest parts of Bridgend and see it absorbed into 

another area for profit.  During the Covid pandemic we have been encouraged to 
protect our mental health, we are encouraged to immerse ourselves in nature, to be 

as fit and healthy as possible. Removing pivotal areas such as the 3 areas mentioned 
will negatively impact residents, wildlife and the community of Bridgend. I 

wholeheartedly refute the plans for all 3 areas and would like to see more appropriate 
areas suggested for future developments. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1338 
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LDP Rep: 1339 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1339 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1339 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1339 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1339 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1339 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1339 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1339 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1339 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3710



1339 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1339 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1339 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1339 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To BCBC, We hereby object to the proposal PLA3 land west of Bridgend to build 850 
houses there and ask for this site to be deleted from the LDP on the following 

grounds: An evidence based need has not been shown and west Bridgend has had 
around 3000 new houses in recent years. The infrastructure is not in place to support 
these new houses, particularly with regards to secondary education but also doctors, 

dentists etc Traffic would be a nightmare and create strain on the Broadlands 
roundabout, Park Street and Bryngolau lights. If any new developments are to be built 

they should be part of an integrated green transport plan, which this would not be. 
This development would lead to poorer air quality. We should not be building on 

agricultural land but looking to use brownfield sites. Covid and Brexit should have 
made us realise how important food security is. It is pure folly to lose agricultural land 

at this moment in time. Also during the pandemic it became clear how important 
access to green outdoor spaces were for the local community. The green wedge was 

used for vital outdoor exercise during the pandemic and was a life line for people’s 
physical and mental well-being. This development will take away people’s access to 

recreational walks in their own vicinity. In light of the Covid pandemic you need to 
rethink your priorities in regards to what is in the best interests of the local 

communities. This is the wrong kind of development in the wrong place and the 
proposal should be set aside and not progressed to the LDP. 

1339 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1339 
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LDP Rep: 1340 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1340 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1340 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1340 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1340 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1340 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1340 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1340 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1340 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3712



1340 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1340 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1340 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1340 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1340 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1341 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1341 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1341 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1341 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1341 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1341 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1341 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1341 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1341 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1341 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1341 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1341 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1341 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1341 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1342 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1342 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1342 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1342 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1342 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1342 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1342 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1342 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1342 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1342 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1342 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1342 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1342 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1342 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1343 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1343 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1343 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1343 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1343 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1343 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1343 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1343 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1343 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1343 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1343 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1343 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1343 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID My worries are extreme over the proposal in the draft LDP to build 847 houses on the 
Island Farm site. The surrounding area and wildlife  toward Merthyr Mawr and the site 

itself cannot be protected from the development of these houses and then from the 
residential use. How will the wildlife  survive this - The Dormice and lesser horseshoe 

bats (both protected) live here as well as other many creatures that have already 
made this their home and breeding ground.     The traffic this would cause on the very 
busy and dangerous A48 and Ewenny Roundabout would be ridiculous.  The safety 
for children and teens who use the paved road, now down to 50 Mph, which ideally 
should be 40 Mph should be our priority. You cannot keep stretching Bridgend this 

way - The schools, GPs, hospitals,  police and other emergency services under such 
pressure. 

1343 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1343 
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LDP Rep: 1344 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1344 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1344 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1344 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1344 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1344 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1344 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1344 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1344 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1344 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1344 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1344 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1344 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I wish to formally add my name to those objecting to the above planning proposal 
PLA3. The objections on the grounds of capacity of amenities e.g. transport 

infrastructure; secondary schooling etc, are well versed and ably articulated in the 
submissions by the local county and town councillors and so I will confine my 
comments to the issues related to the Council’s legal obligations to the green 

environment and historic sense of place and declare my interest of the proposal in my 
capacity as a lecturer in public policy at the department of politics and international 
relations at Cardiff University.  The council ward of Laleston is designated as “rural” 

by BCBC for the purposes of its RDP (rural development programme). The proposed 
development encroaches on a Special Landscape Area. The councils own planning 
policy states: “All development outside defined settlement boundaries must ensure 

that the integrity of the countryside is conserved and enhanced. I see no evidence in 
the proposal that such requirements are met, similarly, I see no evidence within the 
proposal that the developers demonstrate that any of the thirteen exceptions listed 

under DNP1 apply. The argument for new housing to the west of Bridgend is a moot 
point, when considering the expansion of housing in these wards in recent years. 

However, the proposal to build on a greenfield site and to all intense and purposes 
incorporate the ancient village of Laleston into the urban development of Bryntirion 

and Broadlands appears not only short sighted but goes explicitly against the stated 
aims of both the county council and Welsh government; to protect the countryside and 

sense of place. Potentially agreeing to this proposal in this light seems especially 
obtuse when it appears there is a site PLA2 ‘Island Farm’ which does appear to meet 

many of the stated long term objectives of the local and national policy makers of 
sustainable planning on a brownfield site. In my role as a lecturer in public policy in 
the department of politics and international relations at Cardiff University I research 

and teach on governance in the UK and the process of consultation and local 
government decision-making. In this role I often employ local case studies to explore 
policy decision making, joined up thinking and sustainable policy strategy. I can state 

without hesitation that should this planning proposal be passed I will add this case 
study to the list of wronged-headed thinking of the worst kind in local government 

planning policy. 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1344 
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LDP Rep: 1345 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1345 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1345 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1345 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1345 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1345 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1345 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1345 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1345 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1345 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1345 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1345 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1345 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1345 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1347 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1347 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1347 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1347 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1347 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1347 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1347 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1347 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1347 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1347 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1347 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1347 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1347 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds;  Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often 

over¬capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem.  Nature Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to 
European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared 

bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the 
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development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include the "Showground Field" 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  
Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 

Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 
crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 

The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 
forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially pose a 
safety risk.  Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island 
Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. This is a 
place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 

undergraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1347 

3731



LDP Rep: 1348 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1348 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1348 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1348 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1348 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1348 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1348 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1348 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1348 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1348 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1348 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1348 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1348 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1348 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 
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LDP Rep: 1349 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1349 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1349 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1349 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1349 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1349 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1349 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1349 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1349 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 

3735



1349 SP(2) Island Farm COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau  I do not agree with these developments 
in relation to the nature losses that will occur.   As a resident of Broadlands, Bridgend 

I feel this could be very damaging to our environment. 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1349 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1349 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1349 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP(2) Island Farm COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau  I do not agree with these developments 
in relation to the nature losses that will occur.   As a resident of Broadlands, Bridgend 

I feel this could be very damaging to our environment. 
1349 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1349 
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LDP Rep: 1350 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1350 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1350 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1350 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1350 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1350 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1350 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1350 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1350 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1350 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1350 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1350 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1350 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1350 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 

1350 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 
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LDP Rep: 1351 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1351 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1351 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1351 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1351 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1351 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1351 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1351 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1351 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1351 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1351 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1351 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1351 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1351 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 
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LDP Rep: 1352 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1352 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1352 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1352 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1352 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1352 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1352 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1352 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1352 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1352 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1352 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1352 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1352 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1352 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 

3745



LDP Rep: 1353 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1353 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1353 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1353 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1353 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1353 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1353 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1353 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1353 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1353 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1353 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1353 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1353 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1353 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 
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LDP Rep: 1354 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1354 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1354 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1354 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1354 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1354 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1354 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1354 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1354 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3749



1354 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1354 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1354 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1354 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1354 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We the undersigned hereby object to this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted 
from the final LDP on the following grounds. 1= The loss of the rich and diverse flora 
and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial 

benefit from this development . 2 = Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its 
already busy and clogged up roads. ( Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 

vehicles , total would be an extra 1275 vehicles at least ), such an increase would put 
further traffic on the A473 junction with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights 
at Bryngolau and the A48 Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity. 3 = 
Overload to our local N H S' services e.g. Doctors and Dentists . ( These always 

seem so busy at present it is difficult to obtain an appointment ). 4 = This 
development would coalesce the Community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston 

which is NOT in the best interests of the local people. Also it would be contrary to the 
current Planning principles. 5 = Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. ( What this 

etc will be is not clear) would swamp the village of Laleston with its individual 
character and separateness in Bridgend County. 6 = This proposal is criss-crossed. 
by Public Rights of Way which are used and valued by local people . These ancient 
rights of way would be lost forever. 7 = Llangewydd Road and it, s surrounding lane 
network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridge-way , a medieval 
pilgrims way and a drovers road. There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 

archaeology on the site. 8 = This very large ( Some 850 dwellings etc ?.) development 
is not necessary in this area of the west side of Bridgend. This part of Bridgend has 

had some 3000 new houses added over recent years . This is already a 
disproportionate amount for the area. It would surely be unfair and poor planning to 
add such a large number of houses to this area . Even with a proposed portion of 

houses being so-called " affordable housing " even these would be beyond the means 
of most young people of today .   9 = Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
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development . For example the local Comprehensive School , has not yet caught up 
with the house building of the previous decade . The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints . 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc, have 

not been adequately addressed. sewerage, drainage, NHS services etc., have not 
been adequately addressed. 
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LDP Rep: 1355 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1355 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1355 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1355 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1355 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 

Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 
between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 
commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 

conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
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the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 
Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Safety - To ensure the 
safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to 

school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This 
will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the 

junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., 
more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from 
Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe 

active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and 
will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The 

Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly 
during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the 

enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. Placemaking  - 
The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and 

impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) 
as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park 

and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and 
valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has 

already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, 
to the next generation. 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1355 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1355 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1355 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European 
protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. 

Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the 
entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe 
bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have 

to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense 
housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for 

biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the 
development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
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doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1355 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1355 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1355 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 

Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 
between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 
commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 

conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 
traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 

area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk. Placemaking  - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1356 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1356 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1356 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1356 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1356 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 houses etc and 
Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Settlement Boundary - Both 

these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. 
Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton 
is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also 

backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton 
roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by 
many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. 

This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and 
New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless.  - The 
effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of 

proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and 
Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all 
these developments, has been properly assessed at this point.  - The comparison in 
the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, 

is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be 
generated by the housing development than would have been by their previous 

approved application for a sports village.  - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout 
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has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly 
exacerbate the problem.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 

from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed 
and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 
traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 

area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk. Placemaking  - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1356 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1356 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1356 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Nature - Roughly 
a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; 

dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require 
continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will 

also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely 
negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to 

find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing 
development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which 

could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development 
boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural context within 

which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to 
the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to 
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the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, 
unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it 

serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in 
accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural 

Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1356 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1356 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1356 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 

Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 
between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 
commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 

conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
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hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 
traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 

area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk. Placemaking  - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1357 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1357 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1357 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1357 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1357 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1357 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1357 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1357 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1357 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1357 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1357 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1357 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1357 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1357 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1358 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1358 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1358 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1358 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1358 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1358 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1358 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1358 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1358 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1358 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1358 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1358 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1358 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1359 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1359 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1359 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1359 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1359 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1359 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1359 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1359 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1359 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3766



1359 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1359 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1359 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1359 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1359 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Objection to the proposal to build 847 houses on Island Farm and 110 at Craig Y 
Parcau, Bridgend I wish to object to the above-mentioned proposed developments for 

the following reasons: The developments will increase traffic congestion to an 
unacceptable level in the area. The A48 is already busy and does not cope well with 
heavy traffic at busy times. This leads to an increase in pollution in the area and the 

Council should be considering its “green” targets when evaluating this proposal. 
Public Safety – the A48 has claimed several young lives over the years and this 

proposal will just make this more a hazard. Lock down has meant more and more of 
the citizens of Bridgend are walking and biking to the coast and Merthyr Mawr, there 

are insufficient crossing places on the A48 and increasing the traffic in this area which 
just make it worse. Infra-structure – Bridgend does not have the infrastructure on the 
south side to cope with these houses and the influx of people that this will bring.  How 

many times have the citizens of Bridgend been told that the sewerage farm at 
Ogmore is at capacity only to then hear that BCBC have given permission for more 
development. Building on green fields in an area of natural beauty is morally wrong. 

Whilst I accept that there is a small slice of land that has been marked for “nature” this 
is insufficient and will rob the area of natural beauty. The Council should be 

encouraging development in many of the dilapidated buildings around the Bridgend 
area and not looking to destroy more of the green belt which it should be looking to 

protect.   Lots of dog walkers use Island Farm it is well used and loved. 
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LDP Rep: 1360 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1360 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1360 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1360 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1360 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1360 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1360 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1360 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1360 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1360 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1360 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1360 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1360 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1360 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Objection to the proposal to build 847 houses on Island Farm and 110 at Craig Y 
Parcau, Bridgend I wish to object to the above-mentioned proposed developments for 

the following reasons: The developments will increase traffic congestion to an 
unacceptable level in the area. The A48 is already busy and does not cope well with 
heavy traffic at busy times. This leads to an increase in pollution in the area and the 

Council should be considering its “green” targets when evaluating this proposal. 
Public Safety – the A48 has claimed several young lives over the years and this 

proposal will just make this more a hazard. Lock down has meant more and more of 
the citizens of Bridgend are walking and biking to the coast and Merthyr Mawr, there 

are insufficient crossing places on the A48 and increasing the traffic in this area which 
just make it worse. Infra-structure – Bridgend does not have the infrastructure on the 
south side to cope with these houses and the influx of people that this will bring.  How 

many times have the citizens of Bridgend been told that the sewerage farm at 
Ogmore is at capacity only to then hear that BCBC have given permission for more 
development. Building on green fields in an area of natural beauty is morally wrong. 

Whilst I accept that there is a small slice of land that has been marked for “nature” this 
is insufficient and will rob the area of natural beauty. The Council should be 

encouraging development in many of the dilapidated buildings around the Bridgend 
area and not looking to destroy more of the green belt which it should be looking to 

protect. 
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LDP Rep: 1361 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1361 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1361 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1361 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1361 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1361 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1361 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1361 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1361 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1361 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1361 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1361 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1361 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1361 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Objection to the proposal to build 847 houses on Island Farm and 110 at Craig Y 
Parcau, Bridgend I wish to object to the above-mentioned proposed developments for 

the following reasons: The developments will increase traffic congestion to an 
unacceptable level in the area. The A48 is already busy and does not cope well with 
heavy traffic at busy times. This leads to an increase in pollution in the area and the 

Council should be considering its “green” targets when evaluating this proposal. 
Public Safety – the A48 has claimed several young lives over the years and this 

proposal will just make this more a hazard. Lock down has meant more and more of 
the citizens of Bridgend are walking and biking to the coast and Merthyr Mawr, there 

are insufficient crossing places on the A48 and increasing the traffic in this area which 
just make it worse. Infra-structure – Bridgend does not have the infrastructure on the 
south side to cope with these houses and the influx of people that this will bring.  How 

many times have the citizens of Bridgend been told that the sewerage farm at 
Ogmore is at capacity only to then hear that BCBC have given permission for more 
development. Building on green fields in an area of natural beauty is morally wrong. 

Whilst I accept that there is a small slice of land that has been marked for “nature” this 
is insufficient and will rob the area of natural beauty. The Council should be 

encouraging development in many of the dilapidated buildings around the Bridgend 
area and not looking to destroy more of the green belt which it should be looking to 

protect. 
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LDP Rep: 1362 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1362 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1362 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1362 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1362 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1362 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1362 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1362 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1362 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3772



1362 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1362 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1362 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1362 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1362 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33  Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 
aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. I hope you can 

take the above into consideration Kind regards Wayne James 
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LDP Rep: 1363 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1363 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1363 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1363 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1363 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1363 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1363 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1363 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1363 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3775



1363 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1363 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1363 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1363 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1363 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1364 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1364 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1364 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1364 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1364 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1364 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1364 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1364 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1364 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3778



1364 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1364 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1364 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1364 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1364 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough.  Please advise if 
you require further info from me re my objection to this. 
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LDP Rep: 1365 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1365 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1365 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1365 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1365 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID I would like to object to the proposed gypsy and traveller site in Bryncethin for the 
following reasons:  1. The proposed site would mean the loss of important 

recreational value to Bryncethin where we have a pressing need for more rugby fields 
and leisure purposes in close proximity to the existing ground. 2. I believe the 

development would compromise highway safety on a road which already has multiple 
junctions, and is very busy around the cross roads by the Premier shop. 3. The 

proposed site is in close proximity to farm and common land, which would jeapodise 
the safety of grazing livestock. 4. I understand the proposed site to be a suitable 

location for a park and ride facility due to the fact that the road is a gateway into the 
Ogmore valley. The loss of this facility will ultimately mean a loss for those unable or 

unwilling to travel independently into the town centre while also creating more 
congestion and emissions on the road. 5. There is no sewage on the site, creating a 
public health risk unless significant work is undertaken. 6. I understand there is room 

on the traveller’s existing site for extension of this site, which would always be 
preferable to creating a new and additional site. 

1365 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1365 
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1365 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1365 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1365 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1365 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1365 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1365 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1365 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1365 
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LDP Rep: 1367 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1367 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1367 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1367 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1367 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1367 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1367 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1367 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1367 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1367 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1367 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1367 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1367 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1367 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID With reference to the proposed development at Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau. I 
would like to make the following observations.  1. The A48 is extremely busy in its 
present state. The Ewenny roundabout is sometimes at a dangerous level, with 

vehicles unable to move on their allotted time.  2. I have been reliably informed that 
the sewerage system in this area is working beyond its natural capacity at present. 

What will happen if these developments take place.  3. I understand Oldcastle Junior 
School and Brynteg Comprehensive School are at full capacity.  4. Doctor's surgeries 
and dental practices are at full capacity.  5. New Inn Road is already a danger to walk, 

barely 2 lanes cannot anyway have more traffic on it.  6. A disaster to spoil Merthyr 
Mawr Village. It is truly the Jewel in the Crown.  I beg you not to consider these 

developments. It will not only spoil its immediate area, but also surrounding areas and 
indeed Bridgend as a whole. 

1367 
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LDP Rep: 1368 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1368 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1368 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1368 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1368 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1368 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1368 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1368 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1368 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3785



1368 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1368 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1368 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1368 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;   Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over¬capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature Roughly a quarter of 
the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 

hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 

1368 

3786



Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the "Dipping Bridge" and arguably include 
the "Showground Field" which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, "To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places". Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 
and the wider area.  Safety To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the 
development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a 
pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times 
on the A48 The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is 

already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part 
of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the 
bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and 

cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and 
impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids 
and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will 
negatively affect the enjoyment of this grade 2* listed iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk.  Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 

next generation. This is a place that has already been made and it is the duty of 
Bridgend Council to pass it on, undergraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The effect on Merthyr Mawr alone would be devasting.  Ewenny & Corntown are 
already suffering with immense traffic issues being part of (THAT NEW INN ROAD 
RAT RUN) (also all the new builds in Cowbridge, Wick and Orgmore-By-Sea) with 

Health/Safety, Noise and Air pollution problems of our own.  These plans would have 
severe implications for us and of course would effect a much wider area.  Is it not the 

case that here in Wales we are supposed to be reducing POLLUTION and our 
CARBON FOOTPRINT.  If these plans were implemented it would increase the all 

these problems greatly, while at the same time ruining the Health and Quality of Life 
for all concerned - It is Madness!!!  Bridgend town centre has suffered greatly with 
such crazy plans in the in the past, please don't treat/destroy the outskirts in a like 

manner.  See accompanying information/plans 
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3787



3788



3789



LDP Rep: 1369 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1369 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1369 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1369 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1369 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1369 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1369 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1369 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1369 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1369 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1369 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1369 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1369 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1369 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1371 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1371 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1371 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1371 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1371 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1371 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1371 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1371 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1371 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3793



1371 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1371 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1371 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1371 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1371 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1372 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1372 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1372 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1372 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc andCom 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Placemaking - 
The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and 

impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) 
as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park 

and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and 
valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has 

already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, 
to the next. 

1372 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc andCom 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Settlement 

Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as 
defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points between 

Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. 
Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic can back 

up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run 
already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for 

walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by 

HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 
meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 

development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 
analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 

1372 
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seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 
Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 

the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 
point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 

previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 

will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children 
crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will 
have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the 

traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny 
Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New 
Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park 
which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn 
Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with 
increased traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved 

recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased 
traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and 

potentially pose a safety risk. 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1372 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1372 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1372 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc andCom 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Nature - Roughly 
a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; 

dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require 
continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will 

also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely 
negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to 

find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing 
development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which 

could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development 
boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural context within 

which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to 

1372 
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the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to 
the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, 

unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it 
serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in 

accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural 
Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1372 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1372 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1372 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds; 
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 
Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 

between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned 
by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 

meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 
development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 

analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 
seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 

Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 
the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 

point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 
previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 
will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm 
site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe 
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bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. 
This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to 

domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light 
pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. 
The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the 

SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1372 
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LDP Rep: 1373 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1373 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1373 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1373 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1373 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1373 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1373 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1373 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1373 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3800



1373 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1373 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1373 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1373 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1373 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID See accompanying Information 

1373 
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Draft Local Development Plan
Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND

Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site
Proposal for 850 houses, etc.

To whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council, 

I object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the LDP, on the 
following grounds: 

1. Traffic and the inadequacy of the suggested highway changes  
2. Housing numbers  
3. Inefficient use of existing sites 
4. Loss of Green Space 
5. Impact on existing residents 
6. Heritage and Historical Importance 
7. Impact on infrastructure 

1. Traffic and the inadequacy of the suggested highway changes  
a. The BCBC Annual Air Quality Progress Report 2020 notes that “poor air quality in Wales 
poses a significant concern for Public Health, regarded as the most significant environmental 
determinant of health. Its associated adverse risk to public health is particularly prevalent 
within urban areas and near major roads. The pollutants of primary concern for public 
health are particulate matter and primary/secondary derived nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Both 
pollutants primarily originate from motor vehicles.”1 With the construction of 850 new 
homes, and on the assumption of 1-2 cars per household, one can expect between 850-
1500 extra cars on single-lane local A and B roads which will add to the already-dangerous 
levels of nitrogen dioxide. On the A473 at Park Street, air quality testing reveals it to be one 
of the most polluted locations in the county, with a monitoring station close to St Leonard’s 
Road recording an annual average figure of 58.7 micrograms of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) per 
cubic metre in 2018 (according to a 2019 report by the Local Authority). The legal limit for 
emissions of NO2 emissions is 40 micrograms per cubic metre and BCBC has implemented 
the county’s first Air Quality Management Area Order in Park Street in response to this.  
The proposal not only violates the sustainable development principles contained in the draft 
LDP but undermines the 2020 BCBC Air Quality Management Area Order put in place on 
Park Street. Section 5.2.50 of the LDP itself notes the significant traffic congestion along 
certain routes and junctions as well as the poor air quality in certain parts of the County. It 
goes on to suggest that enhanced sustainable transport opportunities “can help improve air 
quality by preventing the proliferation of car-based traffic due to the new development”2, 
but it is simply naïve to suggest that a development consisting of 850 new homes and a local 
school will have anything other than negative impact on the air quality in an already over-
polluted area. 

1https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/documents/s22523/Bridgend%20Council%202020%20Air%20Quality%20     
Progress%20Report%20Appendix.pdf?LLL=0
2 https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/documents/s24302/06%20Appendix%201%20-
%20LDP%20Deposit%20Plan%20Written%20Statement%202021.pdf
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b. The historic village of Laleston is already impacted by heavy and consistent traffic noise 
and pollution on the arterial A473. Air pollution is a proven key factor in the degradation of 
surfaces of historic buildings.3 Given the proximity of historic buildings directly adjacent to 
the A473, including the Grade 1-listed St David’s Church, Grade 2-listed Great House and 
Cliff Cottage and 4 other designated historic assets,4 and the projected increase in road 
traffic, increased degradation of historical assets is inevitable. This has not been considered 
in the report.  
c. Alongside air pollution, additional road traffic would put further strain on the A473 
junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity.  
d. Increased road traffic is likely to lead to further road traffic accidents on a road (A473) 
which has already seen 25 incidents since 20165, not including all surrounding roads in the 
area.  
e. The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable because this 
lane is already a popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without 
difficulty on this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 
at Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, 
would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements 
would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. 
f. No evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of Llangewydd Road. It is 
therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to eliminate 
Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing vehicular traffic 
removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future applications for further 
housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would find difficult to resist. This 
would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial development of only slightly 
larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds of 
dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion of the Old Church Field (north 
of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could 
in reality be a further indication of an ambition to expand this development further 
northwards. 

These are legitimate concerns that have a significant impact on the health and life 
expectancy of residents and the wider environment that have not been addressed in the 
proposal. It is unclear from the report what has been proposed or could even considered to 
mitigate the above. The Stormy Down site which sits further along from the proposed site 
on the A48 dual carriageway is better situated to cope with the additional traffic issuing 
from 850 houses and the significant volume of site traffic during development. 

It is unclear whether any traffic modelling has been undertaken as part of the process. If The 
LDP refers to a Strategic Transport Study in section 5.2.69 but this was not included in the 
documentation issued for consultation. Please could you provide this for information.  

3 https://unece.org/environment/news/air-pollution-puts-cultural-heritage-risk
4 https://cadw.gov.wales/advice-support/cof-cymru/search-cadw-records
5 www.crashmap.co.uk
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2. Housing numbers 
The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years, 
which has already significantly and permanently changed the identity of the communities of 
Laleston and Cefn Glas. This is already a disproportionate ratio of new to existing homes and 
it would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area.  
The number of new houses proposed in the plan far exceeds the proposed need and 
predicted growth levels. The population of the Bridgend County is expected to grow from 
145,653 at the end of 2020 to 150,500 by 2033 according to Stats Wales6 (an increase of 
4,847). The ONS states that the average household size in the UK is 2.47, which means that 
only approximately 2000 houses are required to meet this population need. Pursuing this 
development on the proposed brownfield sites in the LDP makes far more sense. 

3. Inefficient use of existing sites 
The LDP that does not adequately consider the possibility of repurposing existing sites.  
Reuse of existing vacant properties in Bridgend town centre has also not been adequately 
addressed in the report. The Bridgend Town Centre Plan does not take into account the 
changing nature of shopping trends away from town centres and does not reference 
successful regeneration of these areas by repurposing a percentage of vacant properties 
into residential units to turn the town centre into a mixed-use residential space. 
Development of high-end properties in the town centre alongside other regeneration efforts 
is a more effective way to build the required number of additional housing in the county of 
Bridgend while at the same time improving footfall and aesthetics of the town centre.  

4. Loss of Green Space 
Destroying trees, hedgerows and animal/insect habitats on greenfield sites in order to build 
new houses is the very antithesis of sustainable growth and protection of the environment 
which are flagged as key to the LDP. 
The LDP talks of needing a “particular emphasis on retaining existing trees and hedgerows 
within the public realm, incorporating appropriate landscaping, protecting biodiversity, 
providing habitats for local species…” It is unclear from the LDP how simply providing for 
retained green infrastructure would enable this. Hedgerows run right through the proposed 
development site and a linear park would not compensate sufficiently for the loss of habitat 
that would be incurred with the development of 850 new homes. Please provide evidence 
that there would not be a detrimental effect on local wildlife. 
The site has an inherently rural aspect. It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 
urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. 
No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this 
location would more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current 
condition. Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. 
This urbanisation would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, 
north and west. It would move the built-up area’s boundary, making further greenfield 

6 https://statswales.gov.wales/Catalogue/Population-and-Migration/Population/Projections/Local-
Authority/2011-Based/PopulationProjections-By-LocalAuthority-Year   
7https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/families/bulletins/famil
iesandhouseholds/2020
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development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to 
the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west. 
The development plan refers to the fact that part of the site is a Special Landscape Area and 
that “the development will seek to reduce adverse effects and/or visual intrusion on the 
wider landscape through appropriate measures”. It would seem more sensible to avoid this 
area altogether, as no number of appropriate measures will be able to reduce the impact to 
a level acceptable to current residents. 
A published study in 20198 (Green spaces and mortality: a systematic review and meta-
analysis of cohort studies) funded by the World Health Organisation concluded that there is 
a direct correlation between life expectancy and green spaces. The study “found evidence of 
an inverse association between surrounding greenness and all-cause mortality. 
Interventions to increase and manage green spaces should therefore be considered as a 
strategic public health intervention.” Thus, this proposal which would eradicate much of the 
current surround green space poses a very significant risk to the wellbeing of residents in 
the area. 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously 
maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and are 
attractional for visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would also leave the 
site transferring additional corridor maintenance costs onto the community. 
There would be a loss of good agricultural land, which after Brexit could be vital.   

5. Impact on existing residents 
The LDP fails to consider the needs and health of existing residents in the communities of 
Laleston and Cefn Glas. The LDP states that the plan aims to protect the ’individual identities 
of the smaller sub- settlements within Bridgend.’9 Eradication of valued green space, 
increased road traffic, noise and air pollution, and sense of urban sprawl issuing from the 
development will permanently and irrevocably alter the individual identities of the 
communities of Cefn Glas and Laleston.   
a. The development will impact on quality of life of current residents who highly value the 
green space marked for development. This green space is highly attractional for those 
moving to the area and residents pay more to live in these communities for exactly that 
reason. It is unreasonable to endorse a plan for development of playing fields and parks 
when existing green space is already available and in use. 
 b. The development will also impact on the health and life expectancy of current residents 
as a result of air quality which, as stated above, directly contravenes BCBC’s own plans for 
improving air quality.  
c. The A473 is already a very busy road, used as a shortcut to Bridgend town centre and the 
A48 by increasing numbers of drivers. The impact of this traffic noise has a significant impact 
on the quality of life and mental health of those living in houses adjacent to the main road. 
Further traffic noise would be unbearable. 

6. Heritage and Historical Importance 

8 https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(19)30215-3/fulltext
9 Section 4.3.9 
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In BCBC’s recent ‘Bridgend Town Centre Master Plan’ executive summary10, it was stated 
‘Heritage is important to local people and could become the town centre’s unique selling 
point (USP). A focus on heritage would increase town centre footfall through tourism. This 
would strengthen Bridgend’s sense of identity and fit in with a desire to build on a cultural 
offering.’ The proposed development plan is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and 
the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical 
heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by 
historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way 
of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 
archaeology on site. To destroy this area would therefore be a contradiction to The Council’s 
previous published goals for the town. This November 2020 executive summary plans to 
build an ‘identity’ for Bridgend utilising ‘heritage assets and the positive characteristics of 
the town to establish a ‘County Town’ with a strong sense of place, cultural identity and 
attractive appearance.’ Given that the attractiveness of the town has been based on the 
preservation of historical areas of Bridgend, the development of 850 new build houses next 
to a 13th century village rich in heritage would not be in keeping with this. 
Furthermore, within this proposed masterplan, there is a specific focus on improving 
biodiversity. To destroy an area rich in woodland and hedgerows would be detrimental to 
this objective. 

7. Impact on infrastructure 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  
a. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 
contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children 
from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP.  
b.. There is a notable high risk of flooding from surface water and small watercourses on the 
proposed site which has not been addressed in the report.11 Please see Appendix A for 
further details. 
c. Any plans for development must take into account the potential for significant costs to 
cover increased sewage treatment and/or alternative solutions for dealing with increased 
loading on the environment. Alternative solutions might include export of sewage to 
another catchment or the construction of new sewage works. 
d. No reference is made on management of the increased load on local NHS and dental 
services which are already oversubscribed. This is a vital consideration.    

In summary, further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has 
not been made. It is unclear what specific problem BCBC is trying to solve with this plan. If it 
is to ensure that Bridgend has sufficient housing to meet projected growth, then building 

10 https://www.bridgend.gov.uk/media/9844/bridgend-town-centre-masterplan-executive-summary.pdf
11 https://check-your-flood-
risk.naturalresources.wales/home/GetRiskLevels?postcode=CF320HE&address=LLANGEWYDD%20COTTAGE%2
C%20COURT%20COLMAN%2C%20BRIDGEND%2C%20CF32%200HE&latitude=287395.69&longitude=181587.6
5&localCustodianCode=6915&culture=en-GB#results-view
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850 new houses on green space, irrevocably changing historic rural villages and impacting 
on residents’ health and welfare is not the most efficient or appropriate way to do so. 
Importantly, this development is not necessary given ONS projections that undermine the 
LDP growth estimates. 
Destruction of ancient green space and pollution associated with development and 
urbanisation is the very antithesis of sustainable development and will irrevocably impact 
on one of Bridgend’s key attractions – its proximity to much-loved green spaces.  

(Signed): ………………………………… 

Name(s) : ………………………………. 

Address: …………… 
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Appendix A: Drainage 

Figure 1: Drainage Issue View 1 

Figure 2: Drainage Issue View 2 
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LDP Rep: 1374 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1374 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1374 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1374 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1374 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1374 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1374 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1374 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1374 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3809



1374 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1374 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1374 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1374 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1374 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 

congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 
to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 

Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 
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the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 

they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 

context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1375 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1375 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1375 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1375 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1375 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1375 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1375 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1375 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1375 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3812



1375 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1375 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1375 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1375 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I wish to oppose the Island farm development which I believe will result in heavy traffic 
in an area that is already is over developed.  The A48 is dangerous.  This part of 

Bridgend and the historic World War II site is one of the nicest ares of Bridgend and 
yet this natural landscape will be permanently spoilt.   The rural nature of Merthyr 

Mawr is at risk, not forgetting its natural beauty. 

1375 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1375 
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LDP Rep: 1376 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1376 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID 2. The approach to estimating future housing demand is fundamentally flawed, based 
largely on historic trends. 3. The contribution towards meeting housing demand 

(accepting the failing in 2. above) is skewed towards ‘new’ sites. There is inadequate 
consideration of the contribution from brownfield/infill/windfill sites and the repurposing 

of existing/ageing stock and redundant buildings 

1376 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1376 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1376 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 5. It is likely, based on previous experience, that housing developers will seek to 
maximise their returns and will make scant contribution to provide smaller, entry level 

accommodation 6. The logic of providing an indoor tennis centre within the 
development is unclear, not least given the investment recently carried out to other 
local clubs and the obvious benefit of having shared sporting facilities at suitable 

school sites 

1376 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID 4. There is inadequate consideration of likely demographic trends, and in the short 
term the impact on labour mobility of Brexit 1376 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1376 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1376 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1376 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1376 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1376 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1376 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Development of 847 houses at Island Farm  We have read with dismay within the 
draft local Development Plan this proposal.  1. The scale of development is excessive 

and has inherent contradictions. 2. The approach to estimating future housing 
demand is fundamentally flawed, based largely on historic trends. 3. The contribution 

towards meeting housing demand (accepting the failing in 2. above) is skewed 
towards ‘new’ sites. There is inadequate consideration of the contribution from 
brownfield/infill/windfill sites and the repurposing of existing/ageing stock and 

redundant buildings 4. There is inadequate consideration of likely demographic 
trends, and in the short term the impact on labour mobility of Brexit  5. It is likely, 

based on previous experience, that housing developers will seek to maximise their 
returns and will make scant contribution to provide smaller, entry level 

accommodation 6. The logic of providing an indoor tennis centre within the 
development is unclear, not least given the investment recently carried out to other 
local clubs and the obvious benefit of having shared sporting facilities at suitable 

school sites 

1376 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1376 
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LDP Rep: 1377 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1377 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1377 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1377 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1377 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1377 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1377 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1377 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1377 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3816



1377 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1377 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1377 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1377 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1377 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

1377 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1378 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1378 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1378 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1378 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1378 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1378 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1378 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1378 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1378 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3819



1378 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1378 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1378 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1378 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1378 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

1378 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough.  Keep our green spaces. We have so few green spaces as it is. 
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LDP Rep: 1379 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1379 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1379 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1379 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1379 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1379 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1379 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1379 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1379 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3822



1379 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1379 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1379 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1379 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; • reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; • 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; • 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and • ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1379 
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LDP Rep: 1277 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1277 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1277 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1277 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3825



1277 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1277 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1277 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1277 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1277 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed Site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known As the Laleston 
“Circus Field” (and surrounding fields / woods) Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To: 
Whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council.  Further to our earlier 
statement of objection (A local document submitted by post), we wish to submit the 
following further objections to the above proposal. We again request that the PLA3 

site is deleted from the LDP, on the following grounds:  Further housing is not 
necessary at this rural location and an evidence case has not been made. The West 
of Bridgend has been the site of some 3000 + new houses in recent years. This is 
already a disproportionate amount of new housing, which has totally changed the 

nature of the area and has resulted in significant traffic movement and infrastructure 
problems. It would be completely wrong to even consider adding a further 850 new 
homes in the proposed area.  The proposed PLA3 site designated under the LDP 

currently comprises of open fields which are used by farmers for cattle grazing and for 
other farming purposes. Additionally, there are meadows and areas of ancient 

woodlands. To make this delicate site profitable, even so called “affordable” housing 
would be beyond the means of most young people.  The Infrastructure is not in place 
to support further housing development. The local comprehensive school, has not yet 

caught up with the housing developments of the previous decade. The viability of 
further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road 

access constraints. Laleston Primary School is now way over pupil capacity because 
the vast majority of pupils attending the school come from Broadlands and other 
catchment areas outside the village. This pupil intake has happened because the 

Maes yr Haul Primary School on Broadlands (and other schools) cannot cope with the 
ever increasing pupil numbers resulting from the very large housing developments 

that have already taken place to the West of Bridgend. The very nature of the location 
of Trelales Primary school, in the centre of Laleston Village where it can only be 
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accessed by narrow village streets makes it wholly unsuitable for access, when sadly, 
the vast majority of pupils are still brought to, and from school by car. During school 
term times, the A473 High Street, Laleston, is grid locked with “school run” traffic. 
Since the housing development on what was the Oystercatcher Pub / “village car 
park”, there is nowhere for anyone to park, other than on the High Street, and the 

narrow residential roads around the centre of the village. The parking problems are 
not purely associated with “school run” traffic, as people visiting the “Simply Local” 

Store / P.O. and the other village shops / businesses, the church hall and the El Prado 
Restaurant etc., all need somewhere to park. The cumulative effect of all the on road 
parking regularly results in parking, obstruction and traffic flow issues from morning to 
night. At times the High Street is so congested that it is reduced to a single lane. i.e. 
traffic can only pass along it in one direction at a time!   Coupled with the high traffic 

volumes and the speed that some traffic passes through the village, there is “an 
accident waiting to happen”!  Although the LDP fails to identify it as such, the A473 is 

the main “Transport Corridor” between the Laleston Roundabout on the A48, and 
Bridgend Town Centre. Currently (Monday to Saturday) there are long queues of 

traffic between Laleston / Bryntirion and Bridgend, in both directions because of the 
sheer volume of traffic using the route and the traffic exiting, or joining the A473 at the 
major exiting road junctions, serving Cefn Criber, Bryntirion, Broadlands, Cefn Glass, 

and the Bridgend Recreation Centre.  Constructing a new road junction between 
Laleston and Bryntirion to provide access to the proposed new development, along 
with all the resultant additional traffic is likely to result in continuous traffic back up / 

queuing between the A48 Laleston roundabout and Bridgend in both directions. To go 
ahead with a development which would almost certainly bring the traffic flow to a 

grinding halt on the A473 “Transport Corridor” is totally unacceptable.  In Park Street, 
where air quality testing has identified the location to be one of the most polluted 

locations in the county, people’s health is likely to be put seriously at risk, if there is 
yet more traffic related air pollution.  It is also our understanding that generating more 

traffic on the A473 as a result of the proposed development would violate the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP.  We are also aware 
that the draft LDP also identifies Porthcawl (PLA1) and Pyle, Kenfig Hill and North 

Cornelly (PLA5) as Sustainable Development Areas identified for providing 1,115 and 
2000 new homes respectfully. These proposed housing developments are likely to 

have a crippling effect on the transport infrastructure, which is already severely 
strained by the existing traffic volumes. The back lanes between Kenfig Hill and 

Laleston and Bryntirion are already used as alternative routes by drivers wishing to 
avoid the A48. The proposed PLA5 housing development is only going to increase 
these problems.   The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic would 

prevent traffic using the back lanes route to travel to / from Bryntirion. This would 
almost certainly result in considerably more traffic using Rogers Lane as a result. 

Rogers Lane is already a “death trap” because of the volume and speed of traffic. We 
are aware that there has been at least one fatal road accident on Rogers Lane so far 

this year (2021). Increased traffic volumes on the route will inevitably lead to more 
accidents. Increased traffic flow on Rogers Lane will also result in more traffic joining 

or exiting the A473 at the “cobbled roundabout” junction in Laleston Village, thus 
adding to the traffic flow problems on the A473.  We must question whether the West 
of Bridgend actually needs all these new housing developments!? If further housing is 
actually required, surely it would be better to allocate more pockets of land for much 

smaller housing developments around the entire area of Bridgend County Borough? If 
this policy was adopted, it would hopefully have far less of an impact on the 
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infrastructure and would not destroy vast swathes of countryside to the West of 
Bridgend. 
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LDP Rep: 1380 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1380 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID 6. Growth: Employment and Sustainability Land for over 1800 houses is to be 
designated from Laleston to Ewenny roundabout. The vast majority of this is currently 
good farmland Throughout the county the LDP is promoting the building of over 7000 
houses. They are allowing a 20% leeway which means designating enough land for 
over 9000 houses. The vast majority of these are to be on the coastal plain south of 
the valleys 7000 houses can be broken down to an average of 505 houses per year 

over the 15 year lifespan of the LDP. The council is basing the need for 505 new 
houses per year on the hope of attracting 500 new jobs a year. This is the amount of 
jobs they are hoping for if all the employment development land in the LDP is taken 

up, which is a wildly optimistic scenario. The council however is using this scenario on 
which to base its housing strategy. The jobs may or may not come but it will always 
be in the interest of developers to build on green field spaces especially when they 
are within easy commuter distance to Cardiff and the M4 corridor. This though, is 

within the strategy of the LDP. It is called CARMS and aims to increase the number of 
younger people in the county to adjust for the ageing population. However, although 

we are generally living longer, the ageing population is due, in part, to a very high 
birth rate in the 1950s and 1960s which has been steadily reducing since then. Simply 

building lots of houses on green fields is not a way to solve the by-problems that 
come with longer, healthier lives. - Why so many houses when the number of jobs 

currently forecast is somewhere between 219 – 266 per year or around 3750 for the 
whole period? - Is Bridgend to be a commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 corridor? - 
2 of 3 secondary schools in Bridgend are overfull. Brynteg school is one of the largest 

in Wales. How much more can it expand? - GPs & hospitals are already under 
pressure. How will they cope? 

1380 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1380 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1380 
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5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 1. Traffic: - The proposal in the draft LDP is for a single exit from Island Farm onto the 
A48. The Situation Now - Traffic backs up to below the potteries on Ewenny Hill in 
certain conditions – with this development it’s going to be a regular event. - Traffic 

heading to the seaside creates queueing back to Waterton already –lots of additional 
cars will not help this problem. - Queues at rush hours at Broadlands and Ewenny 

roundabouts - Traffic backs up from Tescos roundabout frequently as cars queue to 
get into MacDonalds and the shops -At a conservative estimate of 1.5 cars per 

household, an extra 1,535 cars would be entering and exiting the A48. What will it 
mean for traffic at Ewenny roundabout? - How will 847 houses at Island Farm, 850 

houses at Laleston as well as 110 south of Broadlands roundabout affect traffic 
congestion? - How will the country lane (New Inn Road), that links the A48 to the 

bottom of Ewenny Pottery Hill, and passes over the Dipping Bridge, be able to safely 
and easily manage such a high increase in cars/vans etc. seeking to avoid congestion 
on the A48? 2. Safety - Safety concerns for children crossing A48 to get to school etc. 

- New Inn Road is already a rat run and the draft LDP forecasts the junction onto 
Ewenny road will get busier. It is already dangerous as the road itself has barely 

sufficient room for 2 cars, often travelling fast; What about the other road users such 
as cyclists, horse riders and pedestrians, many with their pet dogs? -The Dipping 

Bridge is well used and loved by everyone, the kids and teenagers who use it as an 
informal recreation area, having fun and causing no problems. Any increase in traffic 
will impact people’s enjoyment of this beautiful area and potentially their safety. As a 

historic and iconic monument with in the county it should surely have protected status. 
How will a large development at Island Farm impact active travel as well as the safety, 
enjoyment and well-being of other road users in this much loved and well used area?  
5. Heronsbridge School It is well known that once a site is designated for housing the 
number of houses can easily go up. Heronsbridge School does need a new premises 
and Island Farm is the preferred site. If the developer says they need to build more 
houses to pay for the school, is the council going to stand in their way? Bridgend 
College is going to be moved into the town centre and the college buildings and 

Heronsbridge School will surely be demolished to make way for housing. Why can’t a 
new fit for purpose Heronsbridge School be rebuilt on the same site and paid for 

through developing the Bridgend College site? 
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6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1380 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1380 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1380 
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9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 3. Merthyr Mawr Wales Online ranks Merthyr Mawr as the second prettiest village in 
all Wales, beaten only by Beddgelert in Snowdonia which is more than helped by it’s 
spectacular surroundings. The environs of Merthyr Mawr stretch from the A48 to the 
sea and draw both local visitors and tourists. It is a unique and beautiful place which 

should be cherished and protected for the enjoyment of future generations. It’s setting 
should be enhanced rather than compressed by insensitive development. The roads 
in and out of the village, including New Inn Road are often so busy, the enjoyment of 
walkers and cyclists, is already severely affected. In order to incorporate the SINC 
(Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) the housing development will be high 

density at 40 houses per hectare which will surely impact the rural nature and setting 
of Merthyr Mawr. - How will the rural setting of Merthyr Mawr and it’s attraction for 
visitors and locals be impacted by 847 new houses at Island Farm? 4. Nature The 

LDP proposes keeping the majority of the SINC - However the integrity of the SINC 
will be fractured by the spine road. Rare and vulnerable wildlife inhabit this area 
including European protected species such as dormice (which need continuous 
hedgerows) and lesser horseshoe bats (which are extremely sensitive to light 

pollution). In addition barn owls, lapwing, fieldfares and redwing currently use the 
greater Island Farm site area. The value of an area for biodiversity is contingent upon 
what surrounds it and an area only retains it’s designation as a SINC for as long as 
it’s value for nature holds. The pressure of a high density housing development (40 
houses per hectare) with people, cats, dogs and light pollution may very well reduce 

the value for wildlife to an extent whereby the SINC designation is lost. Once the 
designation is gone, it is still within the development boundary and could be ripe for 

further housing development. - How will wildlife survive here and what is the long term 
fate of the SINC if the rest of the site is developed with high density housing? 

1380 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1380 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1380 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1380 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID WHAT WILL 847 HOUSES AT ISLAND FARM AND 110 SOUTH OF BROADLANDS 
ROUNDABOUT MEAN? 1. For Traffic 2. For Safety 3. For Merthyr Mawr 4. For 

Nature 5. For Heronsbridge School 6. For Employment and Sustainability 1. Traffic: - 
The proposal in the draft LDP is for a single exit from Island Farm onto the A48. The 

Situation Now - Traffic backs up to below the potteries on Ewenny Hill in certain 
conditions – with this development it’s going to be a regular event. - Traffic heading to 
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the seaside creates queueing back to Waterton already –lots of additional cars will not 
help this problem. - Queues at rush hours at Broadlands and Ewenny roundabouts - 

Traffic backs up from Tescos roundabout frequently as cars queue to get into 
MacDonalds and the shops -At a conservative estimate of 1.5 cars per household, an 
extra 1,535 cars would be entering and exiting the A48. What will it mean for traffic at 
Ewenny roundabout? - How will 847 houses at Island Farm, 850 houses at Laleston 
as well as 110 south of Broadlands roundabout affect traffic congestion? - How will 

the country lane (New Inn Road), that links the A48 to the bottom of Ewenny Pottery 
Hill, and passes over the Dipping Bridge, be able to safely and easily manage such a 
high increase in cars/vans etc. seeking to avoid congestion on the A48? 2. Safety - 
Safety concerns for children crossing A48 to get to school etc. - New Inn Road is 

already a rat run and the draft LDP forecasts the junction onto Ewenny road will get 
busier. It is already dangerous as the road itself has barely sufficient room for 2 cars, 
often travelling fast; What about the other road users such as cyclists, horse riders 
and pedestrians, many with their pet dogs? -The Dipping Bridge is well used and 

loved by everyone, the kids and teenagers who use it as an informal recreation area, 
having fun and causing no problems. Any increase in traffic will impact people’s 

enjoyment of this beautiful area and potentially their safety. As a historic and iconic 
monument with in the county it should surely have protected status. How will a large 

development at Island Farm impact active travel as well as the safety, enjoyment and 
well-being of other road users in this much loved and well used area? 3. Merthyr 

Mawr Wales Online ranks Merthyr Mawr as the second prettiest village in all Wales, 
beaten only by Beddgelert in Snowdonia which is more than helped by it’s spectacular 
surroundings. The environs of Merthyr Mawr stretch from the A48 to the sea and draw 

both local visitors and tourists. It is a unique and beautiful place which should be 
cherished and protected for the enjoyment of future generations. It’s setting should be 
enhanced rather than compressed by insensitive development. The roads in and out 
of the village, including New Inn Road are often so busy, the enjoyment of walkers 
and cyclists, is already severely affected. In order to incorporate the SINC (Site of 

Importance for Nature Conservation) the housing development will be high density at 
40 houses per hectare which will surely impact the rural nature and setting of Merthyr 
Mawr. - How will the rural setting of Merthyr Mawr and it’s attraction for visitors and 

locals be impacted by 847 new houses at Island Farm? 4. Nature The LDP proposes 
keeping the majority of the SINC - However the integrity of the SINC will be fractured 
by the spine road. Rare and vulnerable wildlife inhabit this area including European 
protected species such as dormice (which need continuous hedgerows) and lesser 

horseshoe bats (which are extremely sensitive to light pollution). In addition barn owls, 
lapwing, fieldfares and redwing currently use the greater Island Farm site area. The 

value of an area for biodiversity is contingent upon what surrounds it and an area only 
retains it’s designation as a SINC for as long as it’s value for nature holds. The 

pressure of a high density housing development (40 houses per hectare) with people, 
cats, dogs and light pollution may very well reduce the value for wildlife to an extent 
whereby the SINC designation is lost. Once the designation is gone, it is still within 

the development boundary and could be ripe for further housing development. - How 
will wildlife survive here and what is the long term fate of the SINC if the rest of the 

site is developed with high density housing? 5. Heronsbridge School It is well known 
that once a site is designated for housing the number of houses can easily go up. 
Heronsbridge School does need a new premises and Island Farm is the preferred 

site. If the developer says they need to build more houses to pay for the school, is the 
council going to stand in their way? Bridgend College is going to be moved into the 

3832



town centre and the college buildings and Heronsbridge School will surely be 
demolished to make way for housing. Why can’t a new fit for purpose Heronsbridge 

School be rebuilt on the same site and paid for through developing the Bridgend 
College site? 6. Growth: Employment and Sustainability Land for over 1800 houses is 

to be designated from Laleston to Ewenny roundabout. The vast majority of this is 
currently good farmland Throughout the county the LDP is promoting the building of 

over 7000 houses. They are allowing a 20% leeway which means designating enough 
land for over 9000 houses. The vast majority of these are to be on the coastal plain 
south of the valleys 7000 houses can be broken down to an average of 505 houses 
per year over the 15 year lifespan of the LDP. The council is basing the need for 505 

new houses per year on the hope of attracting 500 new jobs a year. This is the 
amount of jobs they are hoping for if all the employment development land in the LDP 

is taken up, which is a wildly optimistic scenario. The council however is using this 
scenario on which to base its housing strategy. The jobs may or may not come but it 
will always be in the interest of developers to build on green field spaces especially 
when they are within easy commuter distance to Cardiff and the M4 corridor. This 

though, is within the strategy of the LDP. It is called CARMS and aims to increase the 
number of younger people in the county to adjust for the ageing population. However, 
although we are generally living longer, the ageing population is due, in part, to a very 
high birth rate in the 1950s and 1960s which has been steadily reducing since then. 
Simply building lots of houses on green fields is not a way to solve the by-problems 
that come with longer, healthier lives. - Why so many houses when the number of 

jobs currently forecast is somewhere between 219 – 266 per year or around 3750 for 
the whole period? - Is Bridgend to be a commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 

corridor? - 2 of 3 secondary schools in Bridgend are overfull. Brynteg school is one of 
the largest in Wales. How much more can it expand? - GPs & hospitals are already 

under pressure. How will they cope? 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1380 
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LDP Rep: 1381 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID In relation to the above draft plan and consultation process, I make the follow-ing 
comments.  In relation to Penyfai: • GREEN SPACE:  Residents believe the LDP 
should recognise and mark both the Pheasant Field (Pen y fai Kick about area - 
NHCC CAT Transfer for 35 years) and Cavendish Park BOTH as green leisure 

spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked as such in the 
published LDP.  • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There is a small 

settlement pro-posed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma community - 
the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of Aberkenfig already 
has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also, the LDP plans to place 

one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the travelling /Roma 
community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the ward and 

immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty (near Pennsylvania 
Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a network to sur-
rounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask BCBC to 

consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards.  o I am opposed to 
this and wish for a more appropriate site to be considered.  • SMALL 

DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent years have eroded green 
space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of our com-munity as well as 
put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This fundamentally flies in the face of what 

the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it will not do. Additionally, such 
developments often fail to make a full case that they are meet-ing the overall 

objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration of sustainable 
communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the plan.  The LDP 
notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai but fails to clear-ly identify 

potential places /candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a complete or 
sufficient consultation document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am 

opposed to ‘small scale’ developments and believe this should be removed from the 
plan.   Permitted householder developments would be acceptable.    Further housing 

developments are not required in the village.  Experience has shown where small 
developments have been built previously (and most recently Colman Vale), it has not 

added any positive social or economic value or impact or benefit to the community 
whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on our vil-lage roads, created more 

environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to resi-dents and damage to 
householder’s property and grass verges that have been care-fully planted up by 
NHCC using resident’s precept payments over the years. It has created further 

unnecessary pressure on the infrastructure in terms of the local school and health 
care services.   There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 
route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 
village community - it would not be sustainable development. Many parents are forced 

to pay for buses or use their own vehicles to get their children safely to school 
(whether that be the catchment school or others).  o My view is the LDP should delete 
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small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village.    In relation to 
Aberkenfig: Proposals I believe will impact directly and indirectly on our area include: · 

Three separate parcels of land south of Pont Rhyd-y-Cyff – 372 homes. · Former 
Cooper Standard/Cosi/Revlon factory, Ewenny Road, Maesteg – 138 homes (though 

the City Region project suggests it’ll be more than this). · Maesteg Washery 
Reclamation Scheme – 135 homes · Coegnant Reclamation Scheme, Nantyffyllon – 
100 homes. · Land between Bryntirion & Laleston – 850 houses (20% affordable), 

with a new primary school and 12.8 hectares of open space. A new signalised junc-
tion would be provided on the A473 with Llangewydd Road would be shut to vehicles 
at the Bryntirion end. · Land southeast of Pyle (everything between the railway and 
the M4) – The largest strategic site in the deposit LDP, potentially accommodating 

2,000 new homes (15% affordable), two primary schools, a new local retail centre, a 
foot/cycle bridge over the railway linking to Pyle and 8 hectares of open space. Pyle 
railway station could be moved here to develop a transport interchange to improve 
links to Porthcawl. I believe the proposed residential developments in Maesteg and 
LLangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which has major capacity 
issues when looking at the access to the M4 corridor at J36. BCBC has already 

acknowledged the capacity issues, stating in the LDP - 'Unspecified improvements to 
the A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - recognising this road is at capacity but 

does not pro-vide any rationalor coherent plan on how to resolve it. The extra volume 
of HGV traf-fic from WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further 

developments along the route, will impact the health and well-being of residents in 
Tondu, Coytrahen and Aberkenfig with excessive noise and air pollution. o I object to 

the above proposal and ask for BCBC to consider the poten-tial direct and indirect 
impact the LDP will have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which form part of the 

Valleys Gateway. 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1381 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1381 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1381 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1381 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1381 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1381 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1381 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1381 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1381 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1381 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1381 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and 
surrounding) site I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be 
deleted from the final LDP, on the grounds listed below. I believe the residential 

development of 850 houses (and potentially more in the future?) will have a signifi-
cant impact:- 1) On local communities -  This area has been the site of some 3000 

new houses in recent years (Bryntirion and Broadlands). This is already a 
disproportionate amount. A further 850 houses would merge the community 

boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles and the 
statements made within the LDP to safeguard lo-cal /natural communities. Potentially 

the site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Colman as this urbanisation 
could create an undesirable precedent for fur-ther urbanisation to south, north and 
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west. It would move the built-up area’s bound-ary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause fur-ther coalescence, with 

Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.  Even the 
‘affordable housing’ in this area would probably be beyond the means of most local 

young people due to the higher costs of homes in the desirable vicinity of the 
‘Laleston’ village area. 2) On an already stretched local infrastructure - The 

infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Other aspects of infrastructure including 

sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately 
addressed. Just down the road, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of 
the most polluted locations in the county. Increased road traffic would also put further 
strain on the A473 junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 

Bryn-golau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 
capacity. 3) On natural resources and biodiversity - The site forms a green wedge 

border-ing a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 
council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodi-

versity of the county borough.This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones 
Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedge-row system 
with an historical heritage. The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which 

have been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are 
highly valued by local people and visitors. No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condi-tion. Overall, there would be 

a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. The loss of the rich and diverse 
flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 

commercial benefit from this development.                                               Additionally 
the proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesira-ble and 

disingenuous:- • Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and cy-
cling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently rec-ommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unin-tended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investi-gated. • Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to sug-gest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicu-lar traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to fu-ture 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the ex-perience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 

measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The in-
clusion of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on 

the face of it a philanthropic measure, could in real-ity be a further indication of an 
ambition to expand this development further northwards.  o I am against this proposal 

as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to achieve - this proposal 
puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong 
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location. Other sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to support a 
development of this nature, with less impact.   General observations on the wider 

planning issues:   I have observed developers can and have made arguments after 
planning consent has been granted, to reduce the levels of social housing based on 
financial viability and profits and to negotiate changes in conditions.  This should not 

be allowed to continue.   Similarly, Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas 
where development and dis-ruption takes place and is often reneged on; community 
voices in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an 

issue on new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not 
been adopted is creating problems and unsafe routes creating hazards and falls risks.  

Proposed sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic as the likeli-
hood is that fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre offices post 
pandemic. This will lead to more empty office space. Current number of unoccupied 

housing should be reviewed (I understand that a count was undertaken in 2018 which 
identified 1200 unoccupied residential properties in BCBC. Indeed there have been 3 

empty houses in my own street for at least the past 3 years.) This is a missed 
opportunity. Creative ways should be considered to utilize these (incentives, grants, 

compulsory purchase?) offering options and opportunities to live in afforda-ble 
housing within existing communities and to regenerate these areas. The LDP should 

focus on converting unused residential/retail/office property to housing and 
arts/cultural/hospitality to create vibrant town centres.  Targets for affordable housing 
are far too low – all the evidence suggests relying on S106 is not delivering affordable 

or social housing. Additionally, the plan as a whole could and should be more 
ambitious in terms of the figures/percentages for social housing, and developers 
should be expected to deliver a higher percentage than that proposed. Bridgend 

County appears to have become a commuter County and young people cannot afford 
to stay and get on the property ladder. In terms of economic regeneration, we should 
be aiming to keep more young people employed and living locally with truly affordable 

housing. 
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LDP Rep: 1382 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1382 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1382 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1382 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1382 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1382 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1382 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1382 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1382 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3839



1382 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1382 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1382 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1382 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve.  In particular the impact that such large scale 

housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies.  In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 

Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1382 
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LDP Rep: 447 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

447 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

447 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

447 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

447 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

447 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

447 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

447 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

447 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3842



447 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

447 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

447 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

447 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

447 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Dear Sir/Madam Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33  Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) 
and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of 

the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce 
outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

447 

3843



capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 896 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

896 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

896 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

896 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

896 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Settlement 

Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as 
defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points between 

Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. 
Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic can back 

up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run 
already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for 

walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by 

HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 
meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 

development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 
analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 

seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 
Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 

the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 
point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 

previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
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Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 
will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children 

crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will 
have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the 

traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny 
Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New 
Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park 
which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn 
Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with 
increased traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved 

recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased 
traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and 

potentially pose a safety risk. 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

896 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

896 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

896 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Nature - Roughly 
a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; 

dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require 
continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will 

also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely 
negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to 

find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing 
development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which 

could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development 
boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural context within 

which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to 
the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to 

the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, 
unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it 

serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in 
accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural 

Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 
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enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

896 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

896 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

896 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 

boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 
nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 

and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 
Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 

has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 
now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

896 
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LDP Rep: 1383 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1383 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1383 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1383 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1383 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID I wish to register my objection to the proposed Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople Site 
behind Bryncethin Car Sales for the following reasons :    1. The existing highways 

and transport infrastructure is already wholly inadequate to safely meet the needs of 
the volume of traffic passing through Bryncethin from the Ogmore valleys to gain 
access to the M4 motorway and surrounding Bridgend areas.   In particular the 

crossroads near the local corner shop (Premier Store) is particularly dangerous to 
vehicle users and pedestrians alike.    2. There would be a loss of recreational 

amenities in Bryncethin (proposed rugby pitches) for a community that currently has 
little in the way of community and recreational facilities already. 

1383 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1383 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1383 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1383 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1383 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1383 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1383 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1383 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1383 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1383 
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LDP Rep: 454 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

454 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID 6. Growth: Employment and Sustainability Land for over 1800 houses is to be 
designated from Laleston to Ewenny roundabout. The vast majority of this is currently 
good farmland Throughout the county the LDP is promoting the building of over 7000 
houses. They are allowing a 20% leeway which means designating enough land for 
over 9000 houses. The vast majority of these are to be on the coastal plain south of 
the valleys 7000 houses can be broken down to an average of 505 houses per year 

over the 15 year lifespan of the LDP. The council is basing the need for 505 new 
houses per year on the hope of attracting 500 new jobs a year. This is the amount of 
jobs they are hoping for if all the employment development land in the LDP is taken 

up, which is a wildly optimistic scenario. The council however is using this scenario on 
which to base its housing strategy. The jobs may or may not come but it will always 
be in the interest of developers to build on green field spaces especially when they 
are within easy commuter distance to Cardiff and the M4 corridor. This though, is 

within the strategy of the LDP. It is called CARMS and aims to increase the number of 
younger people in the county to adjust for the ageing population. However, although 

we are generally living longer, the ageing population is due, in part, to a very high 
birth rate in the 1950s and 1960s which has been steadily reducing since then. Simply 

building lots of houses on green fields is not a way to solve the by-problems that 
come with longer, healthier lives. - Why so many houses when the number of jobs 

currently forecast is somewhere between 219 – 266 per year or around 3750 for the 
whole period? - Is Bridgend to be a commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 corridor? - 
2 of 3 secondary schools in Bridgend are overfull. Brynteg school is one of the largest 

in Wales. How much more can it expand? - GPs & hospitals are already under 
pressure. How will they cope? 

454 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

454 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

454 
 

3851



5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 1. Traffic: - The proposal in the draft LDP is for a single exit from Island Farm onto the 
A48. The Situation Now - Traffic backs up to below the potteries on Ewenny Hill in 
certain conditions – with this development it’s going to be a regular event. - Traffic 

heading to the seaside creates queueing back to Waterton already – lots of additional 
cars will not help this problem. - Queues at rush hours at Broadlands and Ewenny 

roundabouts - Traffic backs up from Tescos roundabout frequently as cars queue to 
get into MacDonalds and the shops -At a conservative estimate of 1.5 cars per 

household, an extra 1,535 cars would be entering and exiting the A48. What will it 
mean for traffic at Ewenny roundabout? - How will 847 houses at Island Farm, 850 

houses at Laleston as well as 110 south of Broadlands roundabout affect traffic 
congestion? - How will the country lane (New Inn Road), that links the A48 to the 

bottom of Ewenny Pottery Hill, and passes over the Dipping Bridge, be able to safely 
and easily manage such a high increase in cars/vans etc. seeking to avoid congestion 
on the A48? 2. Safety - Safety concerns for children crossing A48 to get to school etc. 

- New Inn Road is already a rat run and the draft LDP forecasts the junction onto 
Ewenny road will get busier. It is already dangerous as the road itself has barely 

sufficient room for 2 cars, often travelling fast; What about the other road users such 
as cyclists, horse riders and pedestrians, many with their pet dogs? -The Dipping 

Bridge is well used and loved by everyone, the kids and teenagers who use it as an 
informal recreation area, having fun and causing no problems. Any increase in traffic 
will impact people’s enjoyment of this beautiful area and potentially their safety. As a 

historic and iconic monument with in the county it should surely have protected status. 
How will a large development at Island Farm impact active travel as well as the safety, 
enjoyment and well-being of other road users in this much loved and well used area?  
5. Heronsbridge School It is well known that once a site is designated for housing the 
number of houses can easily go up. Heronsbridge School does need a new premises 
and Island Farm is the preferred site. If the developer says they need to build more 
houses to pay for the school, is the council going to stand in their way? Bridgend 
College is going to be moved into the town centre and the college buildings and 

Heronsbridge School will surely be demolished to make way for housing. Why can’t a 
new fit for purpose Heronsbridge School be rebuilt on the same site and paid for 

through developing the Bridgend College site? 

454 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

454 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

454 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

454 
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9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 3. Merthyr Mawr Wales Online ranks Merthyr Mawr as the second prettiest village in 
all Wales, beaten only by Beddgelert in Snowdonia which is more than helped by it’s 
spectacular surroundings. The environs of Merthyr Mawr stretch from the A48 to the 
sea and draw both local visitors and tourists. It is a unique and beautiful place which 

should be cherished and protected for the enjoyment of future generations. It’s setting 
should be enhanced rather than compressed by insensitive development. The roads 
in and out of the village, including New Inn Road are often so busy, the enjoyment of 
walkers and cyclists, is already severely affected. In order to incorporate the SINC 
(Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) the housing development will be high 

density at 40 houses per hectare which will surely impact the rural nature and setting 
of Merthyr Mawr. - How will the rural setting of Merthyr Mawr and it’s attraction for 
visitors and locals be impacted by 847 new houses at Island Farm? 4. Nature The 

LDP proposes keeping the majority of the SINC - However the integrity of the SINC 
will be fractured by the spine road. Rare and vulnerable wildlife inhabit this area 
including European protected species such as dormice (which need continuous 
hedgerows) and lesser horseshoe bats (which are extremely sensitive to light 

pollution). In addition barn owls, lapwing, fieldfares and redwing currently use the 
greater Island Farm site area. The value of an area for biodiversity is contingent upon 
what surrounds it and an area only retains it’s designation as a SINC for as long as 
it’s value for nature holds. The pressure of a high density housing development (40 
houses per hectare) with people, cats, dogs and light pollution may very well reduce 

the value for wildlife to an extent whereby the SINC designation is lost. Once the 
designation is gone, it is still within the development boundary and could be ripe for 

further housing development. - How will wildlife survive here and what is the long term 
fate of the SINC if the rest of the site is developed with high density housing? 

454 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

454 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

454 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

454 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID WHAT WILL 847 HOUSES AT ISLAND FARM AND 110 SOUTH OF BROADLANDS 
ROUNDABOUT MEAN? 1. For Traffic 2. For Safety 3. For Merthyr Mawr 4. For 

Nature 5. For Heronsbridge School 6. For Employment and Sustainability 1. Traffic: - 
The proposal in the draft LDP is for a single exit from Island Farm onto the A48. The 

Situation Now - Traffic backs up to below the potteries on Ewenny Hill in certain 
conditions – with this development it’s going to be a regular event. - Traffic heading to 

454 
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the seaside creates queueing back to Waterton already – lots of additional cars will 
not help this problem. - Queues at rush hours at Broadlands and Ewenny 

roundabouts - Traffic backs up from Tescos roundabout frequently as cars queue to 
get into MacDonalds and the shops -At a conservative estimate of 1.5 cars per 

household, an extra 1,535 cars would be entering and exiting the A48. What will it 
mean for traffic at Ewenny roundabout? - How will 847 houses at Island Farm, 850 

houses at Laleston as well as 110 south of Broadlands roundabout affect traffic 
congestion? - How will the country lane (New Inn Road), that links the A48 to the 

bottom of Ewenny Pottery Hill, and passes over the Dipping Bridge, be able to safely 
and easily manage such a high increase in cars/vans etc. seeking to avoid congestion 
on the A48? 2. Safety - Safety concerns for children crossing A48 to get to school etc. 

- New Inn Road is already a rat run and the draft LDP forecasts the junction onto 
Ewenny road will get busier. It is already dangerous as the road itself has barely 

sufficient room for 2 cars, often travelling fast; What about the other road users such 
as cyclists, horse riders and pedestrians, many with their pet dogs? -The Dipping 

Bridge is well used and loved by everyone, the kids and teenagers who use it as an 
informal recreation area, having fun and causing no problems. Any increase in traffic 
will impact people’s enjoyment of this beautiful area and potentially their safety. As a 

historic and iconic monument with in the county it should surely have protected status. 
How will a large development at Island Farm impact active travel as well as the safety, 
enjoyment and well-being of other road users in this much loved and well used area? 
3. Merthyr Mawr Wales Online ranks Merthyr Mawr as the second prettiest village in 
all Wales, beaten only by Beddgelert in Snowdonia which is more than helped by it’s 
spectacular surroundings. The environs of Merthyr Mawr stretch from the A48 to the 
sea and draw both local visitors and tourists. It is a unique and beautiful place which 

should be cherished and protected for the enjoyment of future generations. It’s setting 
should be enhanced rather than compressed by insensitive development. The roads 
in and out of the village, including New Inn Road are often so busy, the enjoyment of 
walkers and cyclists, is already severely affected. In order to incorporate the SINC 
(Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) the housing development will be high 

density at 40 houses per hectare which will surely impact the rural nature and setting 
of Merthyr Mawr. - How will the rural setting of Merthyr Mawr and it’s attraction for 
visitors and locals be impacted by 847 new houses at Island Farm? 4. Nature The 

LDP proposes keeping the majority of the SINC - However the integrity of the SINC 
will be fractured by the spine road. Rare and vulnerable wildlife inhabit this area 
including European protected species such as dormice (which need continuous 
hedgerows) and lesser horseshoe bats (which are extremely sensitive to light 

pollution). In addition barn owls, lapwing, fieldfares and redwing currently use the 
greater Island Farm site area. The value of an area for biodiversity is contingent upon 
what surrounds it and an area only retains it’s designation as a SINC for as long as 
it’s value for nature holds. The pressure of a high density housing development (40 
houses per hectare) with people, cats, dogs and light pollution may very well reduce 

the value for wildlife to an extent whereby the SINC designation is lost. Once the 
designation is gone, it is still within the development boundary and could be ripe for 

further housing development. - How will wildlife survive here and what is the long term 
fate of the SINC if the rest of the site is developed with high density housing? 5. 

Heronsbridge School It is well known that once a site is designated for housing the 
number of houses can easily go up. Heronsbridge School does need a new premises 
and Island Farm is the preferred site. If the developer says they need to build more 
houses to pay for the school, is the council going to stand in their way? Bridgend 
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College is going to be moved into the town centre and the college buildings and 
Heronsbridge School will surely be demolished to make way for housing. Why can’t a 

new fit for purpose Heronsbridge School be rebuilt on the same site and paid for 
through developing the Bridgend College site? 6. Growth: Employment and 

Sustainability Land for over 1800 houses is to be designated from Laleston to Ewenny 
roundabout. The vast majority of this is currently good farmland Throughout the 

county the LDP is promoting the building of over 7000 houses. They are allowing a 
20% leeway which means designating enough land for over 9000 houses. The vast 
majority of these are to be on the coastal plain south of the valleys 7000 houses can 

be broken down to an average of 505 houses per year over the 15 year lifespan of the 
LDP. The council is basing the need for 505 new houses per year on the hope of 

attracting 500 new jobs a year. This is the amount of jobs they are hoping for if all the 
employment development land in the LDP is taken up, which is a wildly optimistic 
scenario. The council however is using this scenario on which to base its housing 

strategy. The jobs may or may not come but it will always be in the interest of 
developers to build on green field spaces especially when they are within easy 

commuter distance to Cardiff and the M4 corridor. This though, is within the strategy 
of the LDP. It is called CARMS and aims to increase the number of younger people in 

the county to adjust for the ageing population. However, although we are generally 
living longer, the ageing population is due, in part, to a very high birth rate in the 

1950s and 1960s which has been steadily reducing since then. Simply building lots of 
houses on green fields is not a way to solve the by-problems that come with longer, 
healthier lives. - Why so many houses when the number of jobs currently forecast is 
somewhere between 219 – 266 per year or around 3750 for the whole period? - Is 

Bridgend to be a commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 corridor? - 2 of 3 secondary 
schools in Bridgend are overfull. Brynteg school is one of the largest in Wales. How 
much more can it expand? - GPs & hospitals are already under pressure. How will 

they cope? 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

454 
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LDP Rep: 1384 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1384 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1384 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1384 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1384 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1384 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1384 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1384 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1384 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3856



1384 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1384 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1384 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1384 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1384 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I/We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 

congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 
to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 

Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 

1384 
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the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 

they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 

context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1385 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1385 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1385 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Settlement 

Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as 
defined by the A48. 

1385 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Traffic - The 

traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. 

1385 
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5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Safety - To 

ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to 
get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. 
This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - The LDP states that 
the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., 
more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from 
Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe 

active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and 
will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping 
Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during 
hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of 

this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 

1385 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1385 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1385 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1385 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  Nature - Roughly 
a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; 

dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require 
continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will 

also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely 
negatively affected by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to 

find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing 
development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which 

could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development 
boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural context within 

which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to 
the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to 

the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, 
unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it 

serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in 
accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural 

1385 
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Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1385 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1385 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1385 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To: whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 
Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 

between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned 
by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 

meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 
development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 

analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 
seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 

Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 
the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 

point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 
previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 

1385 
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will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm 
site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe 
bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. 

This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to 
domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light 

pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. 
The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the 

SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk.  Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1385 
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LDP Rep: 1386 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1386 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1386 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1386 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1386 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1386 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1386 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1386 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1386 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3863



1386 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1386 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1386 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1386 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1386 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To whom it may concern.  I’m not sure if there’s any point in writing this email, as until 
now, I have never had any response from BCBC and BCBC have often stated how 

everyone was was on board their propositions - when everyone I had spoken to was 
against their plans!  However here goes! I live right next to Ewenny roundabout, so  
your plans for developing the land for housing will effect me personally!  Bridgend 

infrastructure of roads etc was never designed for the amount of houses that BCBC 
has already built, as a result of this it causes major traffic jams peak times and traffic 
pollution to the environment and people in homes in close proximity. So I can’t see 

how adding more unwanted or needed homes in and around the centre of Bridgend is 
going to help anything! We don’t have enough employment for more people moving 
into this area, so therefore the only people who are going to buy these houses, are 

landlords and people  who live in areas like London looking for houses to invest in, or 
people looking to commute to Cardiff.  BCBC recently posted a statement on 

Facebook about how they were so concerned about the environment and how cutting 
grass verges was going to destroy the environment, therefore they weren’t going to 

cut them so often from now on! If BCBC is so concerned about the environment, then 
how on earth could they consider this proposal, of destroying the environment by 

building over 1000 extra houses on some of the only open field areas around 
Bridgend.  If BCBC seriously thinks we need more houses in the area of Bridgend, 

then they should look further out of the centre and find areas that aren’t already 
overrun with houses and traffic!  And as I stated at the beginning, I’m not expecting 
anyone to really look at this email or listen to any reason when it comes to making 

changes in Bridgend! 

1386 
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LDP Rep: 1387 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1387 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1387 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1387 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1387 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1387 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1387 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1387 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1387 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3865



1387 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1387 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1387 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1387 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1387 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID 2021 To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I hereby object 
to any further development along the Llynfi Valley and surrounding area and ask for 
BCBC to consider the potential direct and indirect impact these developments would 
have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which form part of the Valleys Gateway and 
believe more local consultation is required on these issues. • I believe any proposed 

significant residential developments in Maesteg and LLangynwyd would have a 
significant effect on an area which BCBC has within the LDP already acknowledged, 
has major capacity issues when looking at the access to the M4 corridor at J36. • The 
LDP states - 'Unspecified improvements to the A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - 

this suggests that BCBC recognises this road is at capacity but has no idea how to 
resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic from WEPA when their expansion is 

complete, along with further developments along the route, will punish the 
homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with excessive noise and air pollution. The 

Welsh Government will be legislating on air quality, and the authority is advised to 
ensure it’s LDP is future proofed for dealing with this. We would request that BCBC 
carried out an environment investigation to monitor this serious o • Whilst pleased to 
see that the LDP acknowledged that there are capacity issues which would constrain 

further significant residential development, we are concerned the LDP lacks 
insufficient plans for affordable housing and that the targets set are far too low and 

that the suggestion that S106 will deliver social and affordable housing is unrealistic. • 
I feel a lack of consideration has been given to the provision of medical facilities. At 
present there is already a 2 -3 week waiting period for a call back from most local 

surgeries. The electorate will not accept that this is dismissed as out of BCBC 
authority. We want to see and take confidence that these concerns are being address 

or are BCBC prepared for the backlash when surgeries reach capacity? What the 
residents and what the electors want to know is where in BCBC planning rigour is the 
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modelling of acceptable targeted time for a resident to get a simple doctors 
appointment. • More housing means an increase in noise and air pollution, the LDP 

shows a lack of attention to the impact these developments will have! This leads us to 
question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of improving the environment and 

people’s health and well-being? • I consider policies over green spaces and play 
areas should be strengthened to ensure more of them and better access to walk/cycle 
routes and more investment in public transport! • We must raise concerns about the 

significant residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ new homes) 
and whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit Consultation 

document states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 new homes are 
required. However, we consider this statement is not evidence based and simply 
speculative. • Sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic as the 

likelihood is that fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre offices 
post pandemic. This will lead to more empty office space and the LDP should focus 

on converting this to housing and arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant town 
centre. • Targets for affordable housing are far too low – all the evidence suggests 

relying on S106 is not delivering affordable or social housing. 
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LDP Rep: 469 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

469 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

469 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

469 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

469 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

469 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

469 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

469 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

469 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3868



469 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

469 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

469 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

469 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

469 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1389 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1389 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1389 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1389 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1389 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1389 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1389 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1389 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1389 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3871



1389 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1389 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1389 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1389 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1389 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;  · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. I would add that 
the infrastructure in the borough is creaking at the seams especially at certain times of 

the day, doctors surgeries are over run and quality of life is adversely affected. 
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LDP Rep: 1391 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1391 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1391 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1391 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1391 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1391 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1391 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1391 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1391 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3874



1391 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1391 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1391 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1391 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1391 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID My husband and I very strongly object to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site. As 
Council Tax payers we object on a number of grounds. 1. Loss of a very important 
recreational amenity for the local population of Bryncethin. Bryncethin Rugby Club 
has had proposals to build three extra rugby pitches on the proposed site and this 

would be a far better use of the land available. The Bryncethin Rugby Club is a 
thriving community-based club that has significantly increased its membership and 

appeal to the local community, especially the young. The club desperately needs an 
increase in the pitch capacity to cater for its present and future development. There 

are a significant number of local Bryncethin people playing, coaching and officials who 
run the club who will be most aggrieved if this land cannot be used for the benefit of 
the whole of the Bryncethin population. 2. There is no insight into the infrastructure 

requirements needed, especially sewage and refuse collection, in the plan. The local 
Bryncethin population pay an annual Council Tax and what are the arrangements that 

The Council is going to make for the proposed occupants of the pitches on the 
proposed site. There has to be equity across the whole population to contribute to 
local services and amenities. Will the Council go to the expense of organising a 

sewage pumping station when there are a number of residents living in the area who 
have cesspits requiring monthly emptying at the residents' expense. Building a 
sewage pumping station will have to be paid for by the Council and run at their 
expense for a year before it is adopted by Dwr Cymru. 3. How can The Councill 

guarantee that they will not be faced with a very large bill for refuse and rubbish from 
the proposed site. Experience elsewhere in South Wales in Councils covering Llanelly 
and Britton Ferry have shown that their Gypsy and Traveller sites have cost the local 

tax payers significant sums. 4. There appear to be no environmental sustainable 
carbon planning requirements for this proposed site. This should be a cornerstone of 

any development that The Council undertakes. Any normal residential planning 
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proposal has to show its environmental impact credentials. What environmental 
impact study has been done? We have all seen the litter tipping around the present 
Gypsy and Traveller sites. The Council can give no guarantee that there will be no 

dumping of refuse and rubbish outside of the site, which might affect environmentally 
sensitive areas, especially The River Ogmore. What protection to the environment 

does The Council plan if this proposal goes forward? 5. The plan for this site will not 
deliver a well-connected cohesive community as many residents will be worried about 
the potential impact on the crime rate. The plan will detrimentally affect the wellbeing 

and mindfulness of the local Bryncethin population, especially the elderly. What 
guarantee will The Council give to the local population if insurance premiums rise. Will 

the council cover the increased costs or would they reduce the Council Tax. The 
rateable value of the area would be affected as a consequence of putting in the 

proposed site. The Council should have due regard for the adverse impact on peoples 
wellbeing and the mindfulness of the local population. 6. The proposed site is close to 

an actively managed farming environment. Recent local experience shows that 
livestock worrying with dogs is likely to increase if the proposed site is allowed. What 
guarantees can The Council give that the safety of the livestock will be respected. An 

increase in the number of uncontrolled dogs will occur if the proposal is allowed. 7. 
The local farming community take biosecurity very seriously and the presence of 

uncontrolled dogs seriously negatively impacts this extremely important environmental 
safeguard. Dogs are a very important vector for spreading parasites and infections to 
livestock as well as worrying the livestock. Would the Council restrict dog ownership 

in this proposal? 
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LDP Rep: 1392 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1392 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1392 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1392 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1392 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1392 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1392 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1392 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1392 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3877



1392 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1392 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1392 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1392 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds; 
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 
Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 

between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned 
by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 

meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 
development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 

analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 
seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 

Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 
the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 

point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 
previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 
will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm 
site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe 
bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. 

This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to 
domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light 

pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. 
The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the 
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SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1392 
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LDP Rep: 1203 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1203 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3880



1203 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1203 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1203 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1203 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1203 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The local Development Plan sets out where building and development In the County 
will be placed and prioritised in the future and once land Is Identified In the final plan, 
It becomes Increasingly difficult to object to planning In the future, as with the recent 
development of land to the west of Maesteg Road.  Proposals we believe will impact 
directly and indirectly on our area Include:  · Three separate parcels of land south of 

Pont Rhyd-y-Cyff – 372 homes.  · Former Cooper Standard/Cosi/Revlon factory, 
Ewenny Road, Maesteg – 138 homes (though the City Region project suggests it’ll be 
more than this).  · Maesteg Washery Reclamation Scheme – 135 homes  · Coegnant 

Reclamation Scheme, Nantyffyllon – 100 homes.  · Land between Bryntirion & 
Laleston – 850 houses (20% affordable), with a new primary school and 12.8 hectares 

of open space. A new signalised junction would be provided on the A473 with 
Llangewydd Road would be shut to vehicles at the Bryntirion end.  · Land southeast 

of Pyle (everything between the railway and the M4) – The largest strategic site in the 
deposit LDP, potentially accommodating 2,000 new homes (15% affordable), two 

primary schools, a new local retail centre, a foot/cycle bridge over the railway linking 
to Pyle and 8 hectares of open space. Pyle railway station could be moved here to 
develop a transport interchange to improve links to Porthcawl.  Sites for housing 

should be revised in light of the pandemic as the likelihood is that fewer people will be 
regularly commuting to the town centre offices post pandemic. This will lead to more 

empty office space. The LDP should focus on converting this to housing and 
arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant town centre. Targets for affordable housing 
are far too low – all the evidence suggests relying on S106 is not delivering affordable 

or social housing.  ---------------------------------------------------------  A template letter is 
provided below. You can add your own comments as you wish. Or you can use the 

template as a basis for a letter of your own. There is space at the end of the template 
for your additional comments. Use a continuation sheet if necessary.  A good 
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overview is available at: https://oggybloggyogwr.com/2021/05/final-draft-local-
development-plan-sets-out-bridgend-councils-vision-for-development-until-2033/  To 

see the consultation documents, go to…  www.bridgend.gov.uk > My Council > 
Equalities and Engagement > Consultations > Current Consultations > Replacement 

Local Development Plan Consultation.  You can request a hard copy of the 
documents from the Consultations address below. Closing date for responses is 
5.00p.m. on July 27th, 2021.  Post your letter to:  Consultations (LDP), Bridgend 

County Borough Council, Civic Offices, Bridgend, CF31 4WB.  OR Email to: 
consultation@bridgend.gov.uk also copy in: planning@bridgend.gov.uk  To: whom it 

may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above 
proposal and ask for BCBC to consider the potential direct and indirect impact the 
LDP will have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which form part of the Valleys 

Gateway.  We believe any proposed significant residential developments in Maesteg 
and LLangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which BCBC has within 

the LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues when looking at the 
access to the M4 corridor at J36.  The LDP states - 'Unspecified improvements to the 
A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - this suggests that BCBC recognises this road 
is at capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic from 
WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further developments along the 

route, will punish the homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with excessive noise 
and air pollution.  Whilst pleased to see that the LDP acknowledged that there are 

capacity issues which would constrain further significant residential development, we 
are concerned the LDP lacks insufficient plans for affordable housing and that the 
targets set are far too low and that the suggestion that S106 will deliver social and 

affordable housing is unrealistic.  We must raise concerns about the significant 
residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ new homes) and 

whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit Consultation document 
states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 new homes are required. 
However, we consider this statement is not evidence based and simply speculative.  

We also feel a lack of consideration has been given to the provision of medical 
facilities, adequate school places, green spaces and access to public transport! This 

leads us to question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of improving the 
environment and people’s health and well-being?  We feel more local consultation is 

required on these issues. 
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LDP Rep: 1393 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1393 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1393 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1393 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1393 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1393 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1393 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1393 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1393 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3883



1393 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1393 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1393 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1393 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1393 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID In relation to the proposed plan and its content in relation to Penyfai and Court 
Colman area, I would like my response as follows to be taken into consideration in the 
public consultation process.  1) GREEN SPACE: I believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field (Pen y fai Kick about area) and Cavendish Park as 
green leisure spaces.  o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked as 
such in the pub-lished LDP.  2) TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There 

is a small settlement proposed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma 
community - the key for which appears to be missing on the plans. The ward of 

Aberkenfig already has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also the 
LDP plans to place one in Bryncethin. I understand the need for such sites for the 

travelling /Roma community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the 
ward and immediate area, particularly in a ru-ral area of natural beauty (near 

Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a 
network to surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity. I ask 

BCBC to consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards. The 
proposed site is right next to a Welsh Waters reservoir and workers are constantly 
working there.  o I am opposed to this and wish for a more appropriate site to be 

considered.  3) ‘SMALL DEVELOPMENTS: Smaller scale developments in recent 
years have eroded green space, ecolog-ically rich habitats, and changed the face of 

our community as well as put additional pressure on infra-structure. This 
fundamentally flies in the face of what the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it 
will not do. Additionally such developments often fail to make a full case that they are 
meeting the over-all objectives of the LDP. There seems to be a lack of consideration 
of sustainable communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the 

plan.  The LDP notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to 
identify places /candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a complete or sufficient 
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consultation document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am opposed to 
‘small scale’ developments and wish this to be removed from the plan. Permitted 

householder developments would be acceptable, but over development of the 
community is not.  Further housing developments are not required in village. 

Experience has shown where small developments have been built previously (and 
most recently) Colman Vale, it has not added any positive social or economic value or 

impact or benefit to the community whatsoever. In fact, it has put more pressure on 
our village roads, created more environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to 

residents and  damage to householders and public property. It has created further 
unnecessary pressure on the infrastruc-ture in terms of the local school and health 
care services. There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 

route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 
village community - it would not be sustainable development.  o I want the LDP to 
delete small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village. It is clear to me 

that such a small village doesn’t have the necessary roads and other infrastructures to 
deal with additional houses.  4) In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally 

known as the “Circus Field” (and surround-ing) site I object to the above proposal, and 
ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  · The 

West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. 
This is already a disproportionate amount. A further 850 house would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles 
and the statements made within the LDP.  · Potentially the site could erode the 

boundary /wedge with Court Colman and Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation 
could create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and 

west. It would move the built-up area’s boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 
to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.  · Even housing stock 
deemed as ‘affordable housing’ in this area would likely be beyond the means of most 
young persons due to the nature of the area.  · Infrastructure is not in place and would 
be unable to cope. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught 
up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of 

Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. 
Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 

Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would 
violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of 

infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  · Further along the A473, air quality testing 

in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles con-tained in the draft LDP.  · Further road traffic would also put further 
strain on the A473 junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 

Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 
capacity.  · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and 

a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire 
district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s ob-jective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough.  · This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage  · The 
proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously 

maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people 
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and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the impact and loss. 
Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the 

community.  · No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial benefits 
of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of positive social value 

of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, 
social and public amenity.  · Park Street is known as an area that is struggling with 

high levels of pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that main road. This 
is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase through  the narrow 

Cefn Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park Street congestion 
and to access the M4.  · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the 

woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this 
development.  In summary I am against this proposal as it goes against much of what 
the LDP says it is trying to achieve - this proposal puts the wrong type of development 
with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. Other sites in Bridgend County 

may be better placed to support a development of this nature, with less impact.  
General observations on the wider planning issues: I have observed developers can, 
and have made argu-ments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the 

levels of social housing based on financial viabil-ity and profits and to negotiate 
changes in conditions (without further public/meaningful consultation). This should not 
be allowed to continue. Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas where 
development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on; community voices 
in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented. Road adoption is an issue on 
new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not been 

adopted is creating problems in our community. 
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LDP Rep: 1394 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1394 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1394 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1394 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1394 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1394 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1394 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1394 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1394 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3887



1394 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1394 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1394 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1394 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Objection to both proposed housing developments alongside A48 at Bridgend and 
that proposed between Laleston and Cefn Glas, (Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33)  I 
am submitting my strongly felt objection to the both proposed large scale housing 
developments alongside the A48 at Bridgend as well as that proposed between 

Laleston village and Cefn Glas, Bridgend.   Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33  Rebuttal 
to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 

Bridgend  Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the 
LDP is required to produce outputs including:  ‘· maximising well-being and creating 
sustainable places through placemaking;  · reflect local aspirations for the County 

Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders;  · provide 
a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  · guide 

growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and  · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve.  In particular the impact that such large scale 

housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there.  The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations.  In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as:  ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’  It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies.  In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would:  • fail to command 
community support;  • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48;  • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes;  • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1394 
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LDP Rep: 1181 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1181 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1181 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1181 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1181 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1181 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1181 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1181 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1181 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3890



1181 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1181 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1181 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1181 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1181 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I have just received a leaflet stating that you plan to develop more houses at Island 
Farm plus a development south of Broadlands roundabout. Who in the Planning 

Department can pass such ideas whilst the Bridgend area is in such A MESS. The 
reason that I am AGAINST this Development are :- [1] The population of Bridgend is 
to LARGE at the moment. The Princess Of Wales Hospital is struggling to cope, with 
the influx of Patients from the AREA. [2] There are not enough schools in the area, 

what are here are overcrowded and the amount of traffic at the beginning and end of 
the school day is ridiculous. You only have to be outside the Brynteg School to see 

the traffic, parking on pavements etc. Some one is going to have an ACCIDENT one 
day because of this overcrowding. [3] You have difficulty in getting an appointment at 
the DOCTORS SURGERY because of the population and lack of surgeries. [4] The 

traffic around Bridgend is already congested anymore and it will be GRIDLOCKED. [5] 
I live in Priory Close and we have difficulty getting out onto the Main Road at the 

moment God Help Us if there is MORE TRAFFIC. These are some of the reasons 
why I AM AGAINST THIS PROPOSAL. ALSO you only have to look at what the 

Planning Department have done overall to BRIDGEND IN THE PAST. 
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LDP Rep: 1395 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1395 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1395 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1395 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1395 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1395 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1395 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1395 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1395 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3892



1395 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1395 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1395 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1395 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To: whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 

Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 
between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned 
by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 

meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 
development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 

analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 
seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 

Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 
the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 

point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 
previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny 
Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic 
will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm 
site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe 
bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. 

This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to 
domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light 

pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. 
The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the 
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SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1395 

3894



LDP Rep: 1396 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1396 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1396 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1396 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1396 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1396 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1396 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1396 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1396 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3895



1396 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1396 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1396 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1396 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses   To: whom it may 
concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal, 

and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  
Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of 

Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic - The traffic congestion at the nodal points 
between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush 
hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic 

can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a 
rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous 
for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny 

Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 
commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 

conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
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of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area.  Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 
pose a safety risk.  Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau 
and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1396 

3897



LDP Rep: 1397 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1397 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1397 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1397 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1397 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1397 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1397 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1397 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1397 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3898



1397 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1397 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1397 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1397 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I do hope that you pay due attention to the justifiable concerns of local people. The 
planned development is completely incomprehensible to those of us who live and 

work in this area. Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and 
Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation 
Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· 

maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect 
local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council 
and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and consistent development 

management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, 
character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the social and economic 

resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is 
argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that 
have previously received long term protection from previous Council administrations 
and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh 

Government for high quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has 
long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological 
value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally 

important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact 
that such large scale housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the 

area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active 
Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to 

facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ 
of this major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed 
Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated 

housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood 
there. The proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote 
large scale development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the 
case that this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large 

scale housing development and the strategic planning response should be for 
management and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as 
with other protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the 
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LDP Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 
environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 

and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1397 

3900



LDP Rep: 1398 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1398 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1398 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1398 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1398 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1398 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1398 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1398 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1398 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3901



1398 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1398 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1398 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1398 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1398 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and  Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I/We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 

grounds;  Settlement Boundary  - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 

status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road 
would irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The 
environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and 

arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road 
should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally 

regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the 
approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their 
policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a 

unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  Safety  - To ensure the safety of 
children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the 
traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further 

impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic 

on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to 
Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel 

along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much 
more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a 

much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. 
Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic 

landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  Placemaking  - The proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the 
Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr 

Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of 
Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape 

that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has already been made and 
it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1399 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1399 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1399 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1399 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1399 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1399 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1399 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1399 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1399 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3904



1399 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1399 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1399 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1399 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1399 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I wish to lodge my objection to the proposed development at Island Farm.  Why is it 
every bit of green space going BCBC feels the need to dig it up and put concrete over 

it?   Leave it alone. Not is it only a site of incredible historical importance but its a 
haven for native wildlife.   Its a peaceful, calming place to take a walk. The dipping 

bridge will be under further strain alongside dog walkers, horse riders and residents.   
Over lockdowns the place has been overrun and swamped with traffic as is and now 

you wish to make that a permanent arrangement?   Greenspace, meadows, 
woodlands, hedgerows are all under threat. Not to mention all the fauna. And BCBC 
wishes to allow permission for someone to remove a bit more so they can line their 
pockets? And not to mention the council.  How about you spend some funds on the 
town centre which is a disgrace and dying, full of spice addicts hanging out of their 
arses on a daily basis rather than this?   I love living in this area but I have always 

disliked this council and its poor decisions and astronomical bills. 
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LDP Rep: 1400 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1400 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1400 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1400 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1400 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1400 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1400 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1400 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1400 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3906



1400 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1400 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1400 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1400 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1400 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
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location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 

surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 
ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 

drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1401 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1401 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1401 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1401 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1401 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1401 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1401 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1401 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1401 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3909



1401 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1401 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1401 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1401 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1401 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I wish to object to the Island Farm Development.  I believe this build will be 
detrimental for bridgend town and will destroy an area of natural beauty. 1401 
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LDP Rep: 1402 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1402 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1402 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1402 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1402 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1402 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1402 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1402 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1402 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3911



1402 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1402 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1402 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1402 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1402 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

1402 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1403 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1403 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1403 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1403 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1403 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1403 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1403 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1403 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1403 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3914



1403 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1403 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1403 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1403 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1403 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 
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capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1406 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1406 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1406 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1406 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1406 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1406 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1406 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1406 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1406 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3917



1406 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1406 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1406 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1406 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1406 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I / We hereby object 
to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-

based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 
some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. • The site would 
coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good 

planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge 
bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall 
effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 

council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

1406 
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biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 

maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   • The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  Please see additional comments submitted. 
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LDP Rep: 1407 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1407 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1407 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1407 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1407 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1407 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1407 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1407 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1407 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3926



1407 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1407 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1407 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1407 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP2(2) Island Farm COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau  To whom it may concern the idea of 
847 new builds on and around Island Farm is ridiculous for numerous reasons such 

as   1. Infrastructure 2 out of 3 schools and hospitals are already under huge preasure 
2.  Traffic in the locality is treacherous at the best of time plus congestion 3. Saftey 
plays a big issue in regards to children trying to cross a very busy A48 4. Nature is 

going to be affected Dormice and the Lesser Horseshoe bat reside in this area  
Perhaps you should instigate Phase One surveys in the area for both the Local 

Wildlife and the residents to have a better understanding of the impact the proposed 
developement will have on both land and the River Ogmore . I may have missed any 

consultations in the past , but myself and freind Mr Nigel Haines  would be very 
interested in attending any in the future 

1407 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1407 
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LDP Rep: 1408 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1408 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1408 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1408 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1408 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1408 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1408 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1408 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1408 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3928



1408 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1408 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1408 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1408 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID regarding:- SP2(2) Island farm  COM1(2) Craig - y parcau  Yet another absolute 
disgrace.   How dare you believe you have the powder to trample all over our green 

spaces, spaces that are ALREADY under pressure because of other selfish 
unconsidered decisions you have already made, And please don’t tell me they have 

been considered , because that is just under the criteria you or the government decide 
anyway. Call that a democracy? WE DON’T It’s just like everything else that is going 
on now. There are already too many unquantifiable negative effects on peoples way 
of life due to your inexplicable incessant desire to ‘develop’. Who are you to decide 
how long it should take people to get to their place of work? to move around in their 

free time? the extra fuel required when the roads are even more congested than they 
already are, even more traffic lights. There is a running joke that people from 

Blackpool, come to Bridgend to see the lights.   Are you going to compensate local for 
their loss? How would you calculate that?  What ungodly madness possesses this to 
even be considered in the first place let alone during a global crisis? Do you just want 
to add to the insanity of everything? Do we even need a reason to object to this? The 

area is being flooded by visitors from afar, now you are happy to add to this with 
people who have the continued ability to move here and be housed.  I don’t accept 

this universally accepted sound bite that there is always a need for houses. Where is 
the proof of this? And I don’t mean some garbage statistics on a page that could 
easily be manufactured, I mean Proof? I demand to see it.  I am a tax payer and 

council tax payer and I demand the answers to the above and below questions. Your 
answers, or lack of them, including the speed you reply will all be noted.  Where are 
all the people coming from? Why Bridgend? Why the location? Who profits from this 

and by how much, and what cosy isolated spot do they inhabit?  The people are 
standing up in more ways than one, the days of power and ‘established authority ‘ are 
coming to an end. There is not one local who wants this other than those who profit 
and like tennis. DO NOT USE THIS TOWN AS A CONVENIENT STOP GAP FOR 

COMMUTERS, we are not stupid.  The council and government, are the first to be all 
over businesses and individuals who are are seen to be any kind of threat to another 

persons SAFETY, and yet that very same council happily introduce things like the 
infamous disaster that is Ewenny Roundabout. The accidents that occurred here were 
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there for everyone to see, let alone the unessesary delays to satisfy your traffic 
management all caused by your own selfish decisions to build build build. We have 

had enough. I mean, what the hell tis gong on? 7000 MORE houses allocated to 
Bridgend area? Says who? Who qualifies to decide such a thing? The town and area 
belongs to its people , no one else.  Wildlife is a conversation constantly on people 

lips, why should it sustain yet more threat on top of the continued devastated numbers 
of decline in habitats and therefore creatures. You will say you have been considerate 
because you are avoiding the areas that are known to have a population of dormice. 
To think that the devastation of areas right next to it , let alone what those areas in 

themselves will provide habitat for, is acceptable is just another illusion. No good can 
come from this except for the greedy power hungry few and those who pave the way 
for it.  Stop this now before you become more of a crumbling, untrustworthy, laughing 

stock.  I have a delivery report on this email so I know it has been received 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1408 

3930



LDP Rep: 1409 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1409 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1409 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1409 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1409 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1409 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1409 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1409 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1409 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1409 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1409 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1409 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1409 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP2(2) Island Farm COM1(2) Craig-y-Parcau  To whom it may concern, I am 
extremely concerned about the proposed development for Island Farm. I have lived 
on the Broadlands for nearly 20 years and feel this proposed development raises 

many issues for the residents of Bridgend. The main concern is the increase in traffic 
around the new development. This will have a massive impact on many aspects of life 
in Bridgend. Apart from the obvious impact in local wildlife from the development the 

increase in traffic poses a huge threat to the well being and safety of Bridgend 
residents. During the pandemic and lock down myself like many other locals found the 
daily walk a great tonic. Walking along the river to the Dipping Bridge and through to 
Merthyr Mawr as well as around the Broadlands through the lanes to Laleston were 
routes favoured by young and old. The proposed development would have a huge 

detrimental affect on the safety and enjoyment of these walks. Most concerning is the 
safety of children and teenagers using these roads. We have recently had a fatal 
accident on the bridge crossing the A48, how many more young children will have 
their lives put at risk when the traffic increases along these roads? And what of the 
extra pressure put on the local facilities? Many of our doctors, dentists and schools 
are already under pressure. It is astonishing to think that by proposing to keep the 

SINC intact these developments will not impact on the local wildlife. It is obviuos that 
the increase in light and noise pollution would have a negative impact on the local 

protected and unprotected wild life. The traffic pollution along the A48 and adjoining 
roads is already extremely dangerous, especially at peak times during the day and 

particularly when there is an increase in tourists during the warmer months. How will 
these proposed developments impact on the already busy roads around the A48? As 

you can see from my concerns above I am very much against these proposed 
developments. 

1409 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1409 

3932



LDP Rep: 1410 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1410 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1410 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1410 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1410 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1410 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1410 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1410 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1410 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1410 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1410 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1410 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1410 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1410 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To:  whom it may concern 
at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal and ask 

for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further 
housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has not been 

made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in 
recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to 
add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-
called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young persons.  • 

Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer 
would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to 

other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making principles stated in 
the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS 

services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  • Further along 
the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted 

locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic 

would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. This development would inevitably lead to further traffic 
driving through the village of Laleston to access the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The 
site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to 
good planning principles.  • The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green 
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wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The 
overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would 

violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development.  •  This is a greenfield site which is a 

barrier between Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when there are 
numerous suitable brownfield sites across the county borough  • This urbanisation 
would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and 

west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 

to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    
- The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  As both our local hospital and GP surgeries are completely over stretched this 
development would just cause them both more stress. 
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LDP Rep: 1411 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1411 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1411 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1411 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1411 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1411 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1411 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1411 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1411 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1411 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1411 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1411 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1411 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1411 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To:  whom it may concern 
at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object to the above proposal and ask 

for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further 
housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has not been 

made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in 
recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to 
add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-
called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young persons.  • 

Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer 
would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to 

other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making principles stated in 
the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS 

services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  • Further along 
the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted 

locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic 

would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. This development would inevitably lead to further traffic 
driving through the village of Laleston to access the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The 
site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to 
good planning principles.  • The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green 
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wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The 
overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would 

violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development.  •  This is a greenfield site which is a 

barrier between Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when there are 
numerous suitable brownfield sites across the county borough  • This urbanisation 
would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and 

west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 

to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    
- The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1212 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID May I first say that this LDP Survey Consultation has been difficult to access and 
respond to , [ due to the fact that not all residents, including myself are very limited in 
I.T.] I appreciate that we have restrictions and guidelines to follow due to Covid but I 
am very disappointed that residents have had very little information regarding this 
Survey  and no time to digest the plans or complete the survey.  I have therefore 

decided to respond in this email.  Here is my response below relating to the LDP . 
Within your Survey you describe Porthcawl as being a tourist destination however 

SOBJ 2,3,4 do not appear to have a great deal of thought or imagination as placed on 
what appears to be your main focus..SOBJ1 To create high quality sustainable 

places.  My first concern is the High Density of housing in Salt Lake and Sandy Bay. I 
would strongly oppose any plans for high rise structures within our town, it would not 

be in keeping with our community. Returning to Tourism, which we will all agree 
brings in financial income to BCBC especially our car parks, the plan has no insight as 

to where all these additional homes and future visitors will park when our main Car 
park [ Salt Lake ] has been taken away. Park and Ride has been mentioned and will 
not work. , The planners who set up the ideas do not live in the town and residents or 

PTC have not been party to these plans.  If we had we would have explained the 
current problems we have with parking and traffic. Additional houses with no 

infrastructure , ie roads, doctors , car parks and,  consideration with supporting our 
current retail outlets has not been identified. These plans have not highlighted how 
they will upgrade old structures. I strongly oppose these plans to go ahead without 
Consultation with the residents, let them have their say. This will change our future 

and you have little understanding as to what are the current issues that we have in the 
town. We have had flats and homes built in Porthcawl and often find that developers 
and 2nd home buyers will buy these properties for financial gain only.  Green areas 

are being taken away [ Cosy corner and now possibility of Sandy Bay.] Plans for Cosy 
corner mention a social area however this will restrict some of previous events, Truck 
shows, Bike racers, Athletics and Elvis. . Not only will we not have these larger areas 

but where will everyone park. We would have used Sandy Bay a lot more but PTC 
have to request a licence from BCBC which has restrictions for use and a time scale.. 
Green areas , ie common are already being damaged due to current traffis increase 

and we find people will now park on any track, across drives , grass verges.. I strongly 
oppose our green spaces being taken away. Planting a few trees, doesn't  cover the 

legistation as set out in the environmental act.  The previous tourism report high 
lighted the lack of amenities, PTC are in the process of developing tourism strategy, 
without leisure/ green spaces this will be difficult. Sandy bay is very much part of our 
history and gifted to the town many years ago. Building vast amount of housing on 

this site will kill the wildlife. Has that been assessed and evaluated under the 
enviromental act ?.  It is concerning to see the Map of BCBC especially the links into 

Porthcawl, ie two roads only. How can this seriously be considered before the 
infrastructure development is completed. Major concern as it appears that the Spatial 
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Strategy has not been fully considered.  Housing is required, social housing disabled 
properties all plans required to follow Renewable energy, solar panels, energy 

conservation etc. I have spoken to many residents who are not aware of this LDP , 
have no idea how to find it and as mentioned at the beginning of this email, cannot 
understand the format, questions and how to complete. I am very disappointed that 
this has been sent out without following correct procedures, Residents have not had 

the opportunity to comment and be heard. We the residents of Porthcawl should have 
been party to these discussions and plans. We request an extention. Decisions are 

being made without  the residents , and for our future generations. I strongly Oppose 
this plan and request community imput , to take this plan forward. 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1212 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1212 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1212 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1212 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1212 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1212 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1212 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1212 

3940



 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1212 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1212 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1212 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1212 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1212 
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LDP Rep: 1412 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1412 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1412 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1412 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1412 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1412 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1412 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1412 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1412 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3942



1412 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1412 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1412 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1412 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1412 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I write with reference to the proposal for 847 new houses to be built at Island Farm 
and 110 houses at Craig y Parcau. If the proposal were to go ahead, the increase in 
traffic would cause massive congestion on the roads and very long traffic queues.  
There would be great concern for children’s safety when crossing the A48 to get to 

school.  Two of the three secondary schools in Bridgend are already overfull. GPs and 
hospitals are already under pressure.  The village of Merthyr Mawr is a local beauty 

spot, loved by locals and visitors alike. The whole rural area would be completed 
spoiled if 847 new houses were to be built at Island Farm. Even if most of the ‘Site of 

Importance for Nature Conservation’ and Hut 9 were kept intact, door-mice would 
loose their habitats when the hedgerows were cut down, and increased light pollution 

would adversely affect bats – both these protected species live here. Barn owls, 
lapwings and fieldfares and redwing would also be affected, as they use the greater 

Island Farm Site area.  People of Bridgend do not want their town to become a 
commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 corridor. 

1412 
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LDP Rep: 1413 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1413 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1413 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1413 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1413 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1413 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1413 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1413 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1413 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1413 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1413 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1413 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1413 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1413 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND 
Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, 
etc.  To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object 
to the above proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 

following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-
based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 

some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons.  • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed.  • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. This development 

would inevitably lead to further traffic driving through the village of Laleston to access 
the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 

Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles.  • The site has an 
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inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 

site.  • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has 
been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not 

justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  •  This is a greenfield site 
which is a barrier between Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when 

there are numerous suitable brownfield sites across the county borough  • This 
urbanisation would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, 
north and west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 

to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    
- The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
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LDP Rep: 1414 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1414 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1414 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1414 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1414 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1414 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1414 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1414 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1414 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3949



1414 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1414 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1414 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1414 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID We hereby object to the proposal PLA3 land west of Bridgend to build 850 houses 
there and ask for this site to be deleted from the LDP on the following grounds: An 

evidence based need has not been shown and west Bridgend has had around 3000 
new houses in recent years. The infrastructure is not in place to support these new 

houses, particularly with regards to secondary education but also doctors, dentists etc 
Traffic would be a nightmare and create strain on the Broadlands roundabout, Park 
Street and Bryngolau lights. If any new developments are to be built they should be 

part of an integrated green transport plan, which this would not be. This development 
would lead to poorer air quality. We should not be building on agricultural land but 
looking to use brownfield sites. Covid and Brexit should have made us realise how 
important food security is. It is pure folly to lose agricultural land at this moment in 

time. Also during the pandemic it became clear how important access to green 
outdoor spaces were for the local community. The green wedge was used for vital 
outdoor exercise during the pandemic and was a life line for people’s physical and 
mental well-being. This development will take away people’s access to recreational 
walks in their own vicinity. In light of the Covid pandemic you need to rethink your 

priorities in regards to what is in the best interests of the local communities. This is the 
wrong kind of development in the wrong place and the proposal should be set aside 

and not progressed to the LDP. 

1414 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1414 
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LDP Rep: 1415 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1415 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1415 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1415 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1415 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1415 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1415 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1415 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1415 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3951



1415 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1415 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1415 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1415 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1415 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND 
Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, 
etc.  To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  I hereby object 
to the above proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the 

following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-
based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of 

some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It 
would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate 

site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of 
most young persons.  • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. 

The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 

contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending 
children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the 

local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure 
including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed.  • Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street 
reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. Generating more 

traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development principles contained in 
the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions 

with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. This development 

would inevitably lead to further traffic driving through the village of Laleston to access 
the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 

Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles.  • The site has an 
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inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 

site.  • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has 
been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not 

justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  •  This is a greenfield site 
which is a barrier between Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when 

there are numerous suitable brownfield sites across the county borough  • This 
urbanisation would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, 
north and west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 

to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    
- The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 
LDP.  If this plan goes ahead, Laleston will cease to be a village; it will become a 

suburb of Bridgend. It is a misuse of grade 2 agricultural land. 
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LDP Rep: 1038 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1038 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1038 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1038 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1038 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1038 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1038 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1038 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1038 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3954



1038 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1038 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1038 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1038 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1038 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID See accompanying information  It is considered that the eastern extent of the Coity 
settlement boundary is too tightly drawn and unnecessarily excludes existing Coity 

residential properties.  It is therefore proposed that it should be amended and 
extended as indicated on the following Google Earth aerial image which shows the 

existing settlement boundary in red and the proposed settlement boundary in dashed 
red and blue.  The proposed extended settlement boundary also includes an existing 

small field that is used to accommodate my client’s horses and is therefore 
unconnected with the agricultural use of his agricultural buildings immediately to the 
east and/or the land he farms elsewhere.  In addition to the existing dwelling known 

as Slade, which my client owns and currently occupies with his 36 years old son, it is 
my client’s wish to provide the following:  a) A new separate dwelling for his daughter 

and her family; and,  b) A menage within the rest of the field paddock in order to 
facilitate his family’s full enjoyment of his horses.  Please note that the proposed 

separate new dwelling is required because of my client family’s exceptional personal 
circumstances.  In this respect, my client’s son unfortunately suffers from Angelman 

Syndrome (a rare debilitating neurological disorder), epilepsy and diabetes and 
requires 24 hours care.  This is currently provided by a combination of one qualified 

carer and my client because the care package does not fund a second qualified carer.  
As such, my client’s daughter wishes and needs to move home so that she can be 

very close by, and therefore far more readily available, to help her ageing father look 
after her brother generally, and especially during the times when 2 carers are needed 
to deal with certain situations such as his epileptic episodes.  At the same time, it is 

entirely reasonable and understandable that my client’s daughter and her family wish 
to occupy their own separate dwelling.  Please also note that the new dwelling would 
share use of the existing dwelling’s access from the main road.  In this respect, the 

existing access is not suitable for the provision of a more intensive residential 

1038 
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development, and the provision of a new separate access would have adverse 
hedgerow removal and highway safety consequences.  Alternatively, my client would 
be prepared to exclude the majority of the field, i.e. the horse paddock and menage / 
paddock area, from the revised settlement boundary and additionally reinforce this 

demarcation ‘on the ground’ by the provision of a new substantial hedgerow located 
between the proposed new dwelling / garden area and the paddock / menage.  

Finally, my client and I will be very pleased to meet you on site, subject of course to 
strict adherence to any continuing relevant Covid restrictions, to assist your 

consideration of the proposed settlement boundary amendment. 
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LDP Rep: 1416 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1416 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1416 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1416 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1416 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1416 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1416 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1416 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1416 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3958



1416 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1416 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1416 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1416 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am writing to oppose both HD LTD plans as well as the alternative plan submitted 
from Merthyr Mawr Estate.  1.  We oppose any development of housing on Island 
farm and would want you, our local council, to fight against any proposal that will 

blight our environment, create traffic congestion, reduce air quality and add additional 
stress to what is already a heavily burdened infrastructure e.g. access to GP services, 

not offer an alternative! We also feel that there has been no thought given to the 
impact on the residents in terms of light, noise and traffic pollution should there be 
residential housing placed behind our property. We are aware of the bats that are 
residents of hut no9, they have up to a 2.6km feeding ground that we feel will be 

significantly impacted on should the Merthyr Mawr Estate proposal or the Council LDP 
proposal go ahead.  2. It is contended that the large scale allocation of housing and 

growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its residents meet 
this vision.  The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 

will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and 
detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are recognised in 

LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the 
proposed Island Farm PLA2 Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to 

command community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to 
enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for 

active travel given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up 
existing rural lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the 
County Borough.  3.  Where is the 11Ha of land set aside for "High Paid Jobs" in any 
of the plans. Which I believe was paid for by the past Welsh Government.  It seems 

this has been pushed under the carpet for Private developers to profiter at the 
expense of the residents of Bridgend Borough County. 

1416 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1416 
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LDP Rep: 1417 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1417 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1417 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1417 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1417 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1417 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1417 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1417 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1417 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1417 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1417 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1417 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1417 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1417 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I feel I have to express my deep concern regarding the proposed housing 
developments at Island Farm & Craig Y Parcau. As a resident of Broadlands, 

Bridgend, the traffic congestion in & around these areas is already unacceptable, 
especially at peak times. To add to this with more new houses, especially on the scale 

proposed, will be intolerable. As an employee of the NHS, I dread to think what the 
ever increasing population of Bridgend will do to our hospital waiting times / lists 

which have already increased further with the Covid pandemic. Getting a GP 
appointment is already very difficult. Unless more GP’s are recruited the residents of 
Bridgend & South Bridgend will receive an even poorer service. Schools also would 

need revising as the current number would be insufficient. The population of Bridgend 
as a whole has continually expanded & it’s infrastructure is already struggling.  The 

proposal at Island Farm & Craig Y Parcau cannot be allowed to go ahead. Please do 
not allow it. 
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LDP Rep: 1418 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1418 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1418 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1418 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1418 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1418 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1418 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1418 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1418 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1418 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1418 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1418 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1418 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1418 
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LDP Rep: 1419 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1419 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1419 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1419 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1419 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1419 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1419 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1419 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1419 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1419 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1419 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1419 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1419 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1419 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID For ease of reference and brevity, I will keep my comments in point form as follows:  
1. The objective 1d of the LDP in respect of Porthcawl is stated to "realise the 

potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and tourist destination by prioritising the 
regeneration of its waterfront and investing in key infrastructure". The objective  is not 
served in any way by this plan. For the reasons outlined below:  a. There is nothing in 

the plan that promotes tourism or investment in infrastructure, other than the new 
roundabout and access road to serve the proposed housing development and 

supermarket. b. To attract additional tourist, they need to have a reason to come and 
there is no land allocated for meaningful public amenity, leisure facilities open spaces 
or venues of interest- in other word — a reason to come to Porthcawl particularly on a 

rainy day. The only swimming facility is within the private caravan park and this 
cannot be used by the public. The nearest public facility for locals is Pyle, Pencoed, 
Bridgend and outskirts for a swim. c. Parking spaces are going to be substantially 

reduced causing congestion and gridlocks at peak times, encouraging illegal parking 
and bringing the town to a halt. Locks Common was covered in cars recently. No 
parking enforcement and what happens if you do move them on- they leave for 

another destination. d. New housing and a supermarket and bus station will alter the 
numbers and flow of traffic and there is little room to form new routes to accommodate 

the proposed congestion to the town and with poor bus serves and no rail link for 
practical option to get people to and from work, will exacerbate the environmental 

impact e. Tourist don't come to Porthcawl to go to a supermarket. What else is here 
for them as premier tourist attraction. Service lorries will congest an already built-up 

area and introduce potential access issue for the fire station f. Any proposed Park and 
Ride may work for a shopping destination in large towns and cities but families 

coming to the town for a day out at the seaside, will be unlikely to travel here by train 
from their home town (assuming they have a station to go from), into Cardiff (if they 

1419 

3966



are travelling from the valleys as many do,) and then to Pyle and then onto a bus 
carrying their beach kit and everything that goes along with a day out with children. 

Environmental issues aside- and yes these are important too-visitors are not likely to 
return after a round trip like that, they will go elsewhere such as Aberavon, the Gower 

and further afield. This defeats the object of raising the profile as a premier tourist 
destination. g. Residential properties should not be built on the most scenic part of the 

town and harbour. Once you have lost this open space to developers it will ruin the 
town for everyone. It's short-term gain from a S106 Agreement and future council tax. 

It should be left as public amenity — a multi-functional all-weather venue. h. 
Overdevelopment of the town is a real risk. In addition to the proposed residential 
developments in the LDP, have become aware of others - The Pier Hotel and land 

adjacent, The former Glamorgan Holiday Home, Zig Zag lane., St John's School has 
already broken ground and the top of Danygraig Avenue. When these sites are 

developed, pressure on the schools, medical centre, and dentists will be immense.  
More houses equates to more cars. What evidence is there that Porthcawl has a 

lower house to car ratio that any other town? The green aspect of the LDP by 
adopting a Park and Ride will be nullified by the additional housing. i. Affordable 

Housing- I have no issue with people on lower incomes living in Porthcawl 
whatsoever, but do you think developers will sell at a lower price in the premier 
location to comply with planning permission conditions because if 30% must be 
affordable it could make the project unviable, and we would be left with another 

situation such as the Cosy Corner debacle. This is the only parcel of public space, 
which is a drastically watered -down version of what was going there. How can we 
have confidence in BCBC when they allowed this to happen? j. Sandy Bowl is an 

obvious location for a welsh medium school and leisure centre with swimming pool as 
it sits between the main tourist businesses of Park Dean, The Hi-Tide and the Coney 

Beach. It would be easily accessed by local schools to use the facilities, an 
underground car park could be constructed to solve the parking issue Sandy Bowl I 

believe is encased in a concrete structure to keep the sand at bay. k. A premier tourist 
attraction with no attractions let alone a swimming pool is ludicrous. Imagine a venue 
with a gym overlooking the coast, swimming pool for all to use including local schools, 
a venue for, sporting events and small music concerts and the like. A community and 
tourist destination. I. This LDP is nothing but a sell-off of land to developers for short 

term cash inflow and the local authority will, after eventually adopting the roads, leave 
the town to get on with it. They have no interest in developing Porthcawl and are 

relying on retail that may result out of the planning conditions likely to be imposed to 
invigorate the town. m. There are so many other seaside towns who have done 
visionary but not necessarily expensive project to make it a reason to visit. It's 

interesting, different and employs people, encourages start-ups and entrepreneurs to 
contribute to the vibrancy of the town. There is nothing in the LDP to facilitate this, 

unless the real aim is to increase numbers of local people who will support the town 
simply by being a resident. If this is the case, then don't label is as a premier tourist 

destination plan. n. Correct me if I am wrong, but there was not one representative on 
the committee from Porthcawl that was involved with the LDP discussions. How is that 
fair and democratic. o. Redevelopment with no infrastructure and a study of the long-
term effect is a dereliction of a public duty. The devil is in the detail and we need to 

see detailed proposals and plans. A new Access Road and Roundabout will go 
through Griffin Park and the putting green. Why not use this as public amenity or at 

least replace it with a similar sized parcel of land. Kit may not be used but that's 
because it's not what tourist and locals want. You need to know the audience.  For 
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such an important proposed regeneration of Porthcawl, the local authority has done 
little to explain the LDP to the borough in terms we understand. I write as a Porthcawl 

resident of 60 plus year, save for a period when I left for work, and we need to be 
consulted before any development, particularly of the top end of Salt Lake Car Park 
and Sandy Bowl is decided. It will affect our children and grandchildren more than us 
and we will have let them down if we do not fight for this town to make it the best it 

can be for residents and welcomed visitors alike. We are custodians of our town and 
the community, and we must not be ignored. Decisions are being made by people 

who do not know this town and haven't had the courtesy to engage with us. 
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LDP Rep: 1420 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1420 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1420 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1420 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1420 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1420 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1420 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1420 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1420 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1420 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1420 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1420 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1420 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 houses etc and  
Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  To: whom it may concern at 

Bridgend County Borough Council  I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask 
that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement 

Boundary  - Both these sites are outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as 
defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the nodal points between 

Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. 
Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and Summer traffic can back 

up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run 
already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for 

walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by 

HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any 
meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large 

development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and 
analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be 

seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), 
Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that 

the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly assessed at this 
point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the 

previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that 
fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than would have been 

by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air quality on 
Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more 
traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter of the Island 

Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser 
Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 

hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 

1420 

3970



of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road 
would irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The 
environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and 

arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road 
should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally 

regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the 
approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their 
policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a 

unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  Safety  - To ensure the safety of 
children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the 
traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further 

impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic 

on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to 
Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel 

along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much 
more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a 

much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. 
Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic 

landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  Placemaking  - The proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the 
Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr 

Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of 
Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape 

that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has already been made and 
it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1420 
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LDP Rep: 1421 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1421 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1421 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1421 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1421 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1421 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1421 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1421 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1421 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1421 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1421 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1421 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1421 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth 
Allocations,South of A48 Bridgend.  Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document 
(DCD) states that the LDP isrequired to produce outputs including:  ‘· maximising well-
being and creating sustainable places through placemaking;  · reflect local aspirations 

for the County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other 
stakeholders;  · provide a basis for rational and consistent development management 
decisions;  · guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and 

sensitive environments; and  · ensure the social and economic resilience of 
settlements and their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that 

the allocation of substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have 
previously received long term protection from previous Council administrations and 
Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh 
Government for high quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has 
long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological 
value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally 

important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature Reserve.  In particular the impact 
that such large scale housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the 

area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active 
Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to 
facilities in Bridgend and the additional traffic associated with the development would 
result in extreme overloading of major roads that are already very busy and result in 

overspill of traffic onto country lanes which are already used as rat runs.  The 
proposal does not command local support.  A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP.  It is the case that 
this area does not possess the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough.  As stated in the objectives to the LDP 

Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 
environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. The Island Farm area is home to protected species such as 
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dormice and lesser horseshoe bats, and contributes significantly to the diversity of 
wildlife in the area. This would be compromised by the proposed development and 

undoubtedly result in the demise of the protected species.  In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as:  ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 
Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’  It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision.  The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies.  IN 

CONCLUSION, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 
Growth and Housing Allocations would:  • fail to command community support;  • 

would adversely impact wildlife and protected species and deny future generations 
the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48;  • 

would not allow for active travel given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 
and would clog up existing rural lanes;  • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable 

development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1421 
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LDP Rep: 1422 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1422 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1422 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1422 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1422 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1422 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1422 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1422 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1422 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1422 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1422 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1422 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1422 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Ref SP2(2) Island Farm and COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau With regard to the consultation 
about the proposals to build a very large quantity of housing in these localities, I wish 
to express my dismay at the plans to ruin and destroy excellent habitat which should 
be nurtured as nature parks and sanctuary for wildlife which as we all know is being 
depleted all too rapidly and will never recover. Local people have been benefiting 

greatly from such areas all through this pandemic, which is clearly not over yet. Scant 
regard for infrastructure when building these estates is all too clear looking at the 

massive estate to the north of Bridgend at Parc Derwen, with little or no extra shops, 
doctors, dentists, or schools.  Their website outlines troubles with broadband and all 

the usual basic things which must accompany such projects.  Traffic is clearly a 
matter on the A48 which has to be crossed from both location to venture into 

Bridgend.  How is the locality going to cope with the extra people and traffic?  On a 
busy day when the retail park is full, tailbacks regularly appear on all approach roads, 
so cut throughs and available diversions are regularly used causing extra danger in 

side roads, not designed for such traffic.  As it is I see traffic turning right out of 
Merthyr Mawr Rd in both directions at the junction of A48 against the no right turn and 

prescribed route sign, which needs updating with a secondary sign opposite the 
junction to reenforce it. There are many industrial sites in Bridgend, some of which 
have been in disuse for many years, which would surely have less impact on the 

environment and the locality than these sites. If you railroad these plans through, I 
think you will find that you will be extremely unpopular amongst the voters come the 
next election as these are just the topics people feel very strongly about. So please 
don’t continue with these plans and lead to the joining up of Broadlands to Laleston.  
Let us see some infrastructure put in place for the current Estates already being built 
and also sort out all the old and derelict buildings in Bridgend itself, many now burnt 

out and probably dangerous. Keep talking to the people, you may find some 
interesting and compelling ideas. 

1422 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1423 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1423 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1423 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1423 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1423 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1423 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1423 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1423 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1423 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1423 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1423 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1423 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1423 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1423 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Objection of the development of 847 houses…    Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 
Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
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this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 

and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1424 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1424 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1424 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1424 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1424 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1424 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1424 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1424 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1424 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1424 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1424 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1424 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1424 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Objection to 847 houses built island farm  I object to the planning of 847 new homes 
being built on the land at island farm. Whilst I understand housing is always needed. I 

believe the council should be actively seeking derelict properties to renovate. The 
infrastructure in Bridgend cannot cope with the volume of houses being built in that 

area. 

1424 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1424 
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LDP Rep: 1425 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1425 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1425 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1425 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1425 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1425 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1425 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1425 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1425 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1425 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1425 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1425 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1425 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am writing to oppose vehemently the proposed Island Farm Development. As a 
retired GP I have the experience of appreciating the negative impact of the 

Broadlands development on medical services which are already overstretched. No 
provision of additional GP services have been planned for the extra 1800 houses from 

Laleston to Ewenny roundabout. My other serious concern is the effect on local 
traffic.There is no meaningful infrastructure planned to mitigate the alarming increase 
in traffic that is inevitable with the proposed development. I urge BCBC to seriously 

re-consider the current proposal on the basis of these two matters. 

1425 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1425 
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LDP Rep: 1426 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1426 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1426 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1426 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1426 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1426 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1426 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1426 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1426 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3985



1426 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1426 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1426 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1426 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Island farm development  After all the speculation, rumours and red herrings about 
stadia etc the truth has emerged and a substantial amount of housing is planned. 

Those of a cynical mind like myself realised that this was the original intention. With 
the increase in traffic that this will bring to an already overloaded A48 I can only use 

one word to describe such planning - 'bonkers'. 

1426 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1426 
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LDP Rep: 1427 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1427 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1427 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1427 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1427 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1427 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1427 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1427 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1427 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3987
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1427 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1427 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1427 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1427 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND 
(Locally known as the “Circus Field” site and surrounds) Proposal for 850 houses, etc. 
LETTER OF OBJECTION   Important: please return your letter to BCBC BEFORE 27 
July 2021  A template letter is provided below. You can add your own comments as 
you wish. Or you can use the template as a basis for a letter of your own. There is 
space at the end of the template for your additional comments. Use a continuation 

sheet if necessary.  Please bear in mind that this proposed development comes from 
landowners and a private sector property developer. It does NOT come from the 

council, and is NOT yet decided either way. It is currently up for consultation and your 
opinions count. This template has been prepared by Cllrs. Blundell and Smith and 

issued to local residents on request. We believe this template letter is evidence 
based, and we have written it using the information supplied in the draft LDP 

documents, our discussions with planning officers, our own local knowledge, and our 
conversations to date with local residents. We are always open minded and happy to 
receive further evidence, from any source. We may issue amended versions of this 
letter if further evidence comes forward.  To see the consultation documents go to… 
www.bridgend.gov.uk > My Council > Equalities and Engagement > Consultations > 

Current Consultations > Replacement Local Development Plan Consultation. You can 
request a hard copy of the documents from the Consultations address below. Post 

your letter to:  Consultations (LDP), Bridgend County Borough Council, Civic Offices, 
Bridgend, CF31 4WB. OR Email to:            consultation@bridgend.gov.uk  also copy 
in:      planning@bridgend.gov.uk OR  Hand to:             

 
 

 This is a personal message to you, from your local councillors, 
for your information.    Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND 

1427 
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WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site 
Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough 
Council  I hereby object to the above proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from 

the final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 
location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 

has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 
disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons.  • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  • Further along the A473, air quality testing 

in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic would also put further 
strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 

Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 
capacity. This development would inevitably lead to further traffic driving through the 
village of Laleston to access the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The site would coalesce 

the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning 
principles.  • The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge bordering 

a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect 
would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 
council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development.  •  This is a greenfield site which is a 

barrier between Laleston and Bridgend, it should not be built over when there are 
numerous suitable brownfield sites across the county borough  • This urbanisation 
would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and 

west. It would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield 
development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands 
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to the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    
- The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 

disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 
LDP.   This area is densely population with several developments going on at the 

moment. This position of the land leads to premium houses and not affordable 
housing which is needed in the Borough. There should be a bigger zone between 

large developments and villages, this will also disappear. 
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LDP Rep: 1203 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1203 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1203 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1203 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3991



1203 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1203 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1203 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1203 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1203 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I  hereby object to the above proposal and ask for BCBC to consider the potential 
direct and indirect impact the LDP will have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which 

form part of the Valleys Gateway.   We believe any proposed significant residential 
developments in Maesteg and LLangynwyd would have a significant effect on an area 

which BCBC has within the LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues 
when looking at the access to the M4 corridor at J36.  The LDP states - 'Unspecified 
improvements to the A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg' - this suggests that BCBC 
recognises this road is at capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume 

of HGV traffic from WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further 
developments along the route, will punish the homeowners in both Tondu and 

Coytrahen with excessive noise and air pollution.   Whilst pleased to see that the LDP 
acknowledged that there are capacity issues which would constrain further significant 

residential development, we are concerned the LDP lacks insufficient plans for 
affordable housing and that the targets set are far too low and that the suggestion that 
S106 will deliver social and affordable housing is unrealistic. We must raise concerns 
about the significant residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ 

new homes) and whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit 
Consultation document states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 

new homes are required. However, we consider this statement is not evidence based 
and simply speculative.  We also feel a lack of consideration has been given to the 
provision of medical facilities, adequate school places, green spaces and access to 

public transport! This leads us to question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of 
improving the environment and people’s health and well-being?   We feel more local 

consultation is required on these issues. 

1203 
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LDP Rep: 1346 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1346 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1346 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1346 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1346 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1346 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1346 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1346 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1346 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

3993



1346 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1346 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1346 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1346 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID See accompanying information 

1346 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID See accompanying information 

1346 
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Draft Local Development Plan 
Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND 

Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site 
Proposal for 850 houses, etc. 

  
To whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council, 

  
I object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the LDP, on the 
following grounds: 
 
1. Traffic and the inadequacy of the suggested highway changes  
2. Housing numbers  
3. Inefficient use of existing sites 
4. Loss of Green Space 
5. Impact on existing residents 
6. Heritage and Historical Importance 
7. Impact on infrastructure 
 
1. Traffic and the inadequacy of the suggested highway changes  
a. The BCBC Annual Air Quality Progress Report 2020 notes that “poor air quality in Wales 
poses a significant concern for Public Health, regarded as the most significant environmental 
determinant of health. Its associated adverse risk to public health is particularly prevalent 
within urban areas and near major roads. The pollutants of primary concern for public 
health are particulate matter and primary/secondary derived nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Both 
pollutants primarily originate from motor vehicles.”1 With the construction of 850 new 
homes, and on the assumption of 1-2 cars per household, one can expect between 850-
1500 extra cars on single-lane local A and B roads which will add to the already-dangerous 
levels of nitrogen dioxide. On the A473 at Park Street, air quality testing reveals it to be one 
of the most polluted locations in the county, with a monitoring station close to St Leonard’s 
Road recording an annual average figure of 58.7 micrograms of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) per 
cubic metre in 2018 (according to a 2019 report by the Local Authority). The legal limit for 
emissions of NO2 emissions is 40 micrograms per cubic metre and BCBC has implemented 
the county’s first Air Quality Management Area Order in Park Street in response to this.  
The proposal not only violates the sustainable development principles contained in the draft 
LDP but undermines the 2020 BCBC Air Quality Management Area Order put in place on 
Park Street. Section 5.2.50 of the LDP itself notes the significant traffic congestion along 
certain routes and junctions as well as the poor air quality in certain parts of the County. It 
goes on to suggest that enhanced sustainable transport opportunities “can help improve air 
quality by preventing the proliferation of car-based traffic due to the new development”2, 
but it is simply naïve to suggest that a development consisting of 850 new homes and a local 
school will have anything other than negative impact on the air quality in an already over-
polluted area. 
 

 
1https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/documents/s22523/Bridgend%20Council%202020%20Air%20Quality%20     
Progress%20Report%20Appendix.pdf?LLL=0 
2 https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/documents/s24302/06%20Appendix%201%20-
%20LDP%20Deposit%20Plan%20Written%20Statement%202021.pdf  
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b. The historic village of Laleston is already impacted by heavy and consistent traffic noise 
and pollution on the arterial A473. Air pollution is a proven key factor in the degradation of 
surfaces of historic buildings.3 Given the proximity of historic buildings directly adjacent to 
the A473, including the Grade 1-listed St David’s Church, Grade 2-listed Great House and 
Cliff Cottage and 4 other designated historic assets,4 and the projected increase in road 
traffic, increased degradation of historical assets is inevitable. This has not been considered 
in the report.  
c. Alongside air pollution, additional road traffic would put further strain on the A473 
junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity.  
d. Increased road traffic is likely to lead to further road traffic accidents on a road (A473) 
which has already seen 25 incidents since 20165, not including all surrounding roads in the 
area.  
e. The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable because this 
lane is already a popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without 
difficulty on this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 
at Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, 
would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements 
would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. 
f. No evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of Llangewydd Road. It is 
therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to eliminate 
Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing vehicular traffic 
removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future applications for further 
housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would find difficult to resist. This 
would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial development of only slightly 
larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds of 
dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion of the Old Church Field (north 
of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could 
in reality be a further indication of an ambition to expand this development further 
northwards. 
 
These are legitimate concerns that have a significant impact on the health and life 
expectancy of residents and the wider environment that have not been addressed in the 
proposal. It is unclear from the report what has been proposed or could even considered to 
mitigate the above. The Stormy Down site which sits further along from the proposed site 
on the A48 dual carriageway is better situated to cope with the additional traffic issuing 
from 850 houses and the significant volume of site traffic during development. 
 
It is unclear whether any traffic modelling has been undertaken as part of the process. If The 
LDP refers to a Strategic Transport Study in section 5.2.69 but this was not included in the 
documentation issued for consultation. Please could you provide this for information.  
 

 

 
3 https://unece.org/environment/news/air-pollution-puts-cultural-heritage-risk  
4 https://cadw.gov.wales/advice-support/cof-cymru/search-cadw-records  
5 www.crashmap.co.uk   
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2. Housing numbers  
The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years, 
which has already significantly and permanently changed the identity of the communities of 
Laleston and Cefn Glas. This is already a disproportionate ratio of new to existing homes and 
it would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area.  
The number of new houses proposed in the plan far exceeds the proposed need and 
predicted growth levels. The population of the Bridgend County is expected to grow from 
145,653 at the end of 2020 to 150,500 by 2033 according to Stats Wales6 (an increase of 
4,847). The ONS states that the average household size in the UK is 2.47, which means that 
only approximately 2000 houses are required to meet this population need. Pursuing this 
development on the proposed brownfield sites in the LDP makes far more sense. 

 
3. Inefficient use of existing sites 
The LDP that does not adequately consider the possibility of repurposing existing sites.  
Reuse of existing vacant properties in Bridgend town centre has also not been adequately 
addressed in the report. The Bridgend Town Centre Plan does not take into account the 
changing nature of shopping trends away from town centres and does not reference 
successful regeneration of these areas by repurposing a percentage of vacant properties 
into residential units to turn the town centre into a mixed-use residential space. 
Development of high-end properties in the town centre alongside other regeneration efforts 
is a more effective way to build the required number of additional housing in the county of 
Bridgend while at the same time improving footfall and aesthetics of the town centre.  
 
4. Loss of Green Space 
Destroying trees, hedgerows and animal/insect habitats on greenfield sites in order to build 
new houses is the very antithesis of sustainable growth and protection of the environment 
which are flagged as key to the LDP. 
The LDP talks of needing a “particular emphasis on retaining existing trees and hedgerows 
within the public realm, incorporating appropriate landscaping, protecting biodiversity, 
providing habitats for local species…” It is unclear from the LDP how simply providing for 
retained green infrastructure would enable this. Hedgerows run right through the proposed 
development site and a linear park would not compensate sufficiently for the loss of habitat 
that would be incurred with the development of 850 new homes. Please provide evidence 
that there would not be a detrimental effect on local wildlife. 
The site has an inherently rural aspect. It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 
urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. 
No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this 
location would more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current 
condition. Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. 
This urbanisation would create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, 
north and west. It would move the built-up area’s boundary, making further greenfield 

 
6 https://statswales.gov.wales/Catalogue/Population-and-Migration/Population/Projections/Local-
Authority/2011-Based/PopulationProjections-By-LocalAuthority-Year   
7https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/families/bulletins/famil
iesandhouseholds/2020  
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development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to 
the south, Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west. 
The development plan refers to the fact that part of the site is a Special Landscape Area and 
that “the development will seek to reduce adverse effects and/or visual intrusion on the 
wider landscape through appropriate measures”. It would seem more sensible to avoid this 
area altogether, as no number of appropriate measures will be able to reduce the impact to 
a level acceptable to current residents. 
A published study in 20198 (Green spaces and mortality: a systematic review and meta-
analysis of cohort studies) funded by the World Health Organisation concluded that there is 
a direct correlation between life expectancy and green spaces. The study “found evidence of 
an inverse association between surrounding greenness and all-cause mortality. 
Interventions to increase and manage green spaces should therefore be considered as a 
strategic public health intervention.” Thus, this proposal which would eradicate much of the 
current surround green space poses a very significant risk to the wellbeing of residents in 
the area. 
The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously 
maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and are 
attractional for visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would also leave the 
site transferring additional corridor maintenance costs onto the community. 
There would be a loss of good agricultural land, which after Brexit could be vital.   

 
5. Impact on existing residents 
The LDP fails to consider the needs and health of existing residents in the communities of 
Laleston and Cefn Glas. The LDP states that the plan aims to protect the ’individual identities 
of the smaller sub- settlements within Bridgend.’9 Eradication of valued green space, 
increased road traffic, noise and air pollution, and sense of urban sprawl issuing from the 
development will permanently and irrevocably alter the individual identities of the 
communities of Cefn Glas and Laleston.      
a. The development will impact on quality of life of current residents who highly value the 
green space marked for development. This green space is highly attractional for those 
moving to the area and residents pay more to live in these communities for exactly that 
reason. It is unreasonable to endorse a plan for development of playing fields and parks 
when existing green space is already available and in use. 
 b. The development will also impact on the health and life expectancy of current residents 
as a result of air quality which, as stated above, directly contravenes BCBC’s own plans for 
improving air quality.  
c. The A473 is already a very busy road, used as a shortcut to Bridgend town centre and the 
A48 by increasing numbers of drivers. The impact of this traffic noise has a significant impact 
on the quality of life and mental health of those living in houses adjacent to the main road. 
Further traffic noise would be unbearable. 
 
6. Heritage and Historical Importance 

 
8 https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(19)30215-3/fulltext 
9 Section 4.3.9 
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In BCBC’s recent ‘Bridgend Town Centre Master Plan’ executive summary10, it was stated 
‘Heritage is important to local people and could become the town centre’s unique selling 
point (USP). A focus on heritage would increase town centre footfall through tourism. This 
would strengthen Bridgend’s sense of identity and fit in with a desire to build on a cultural 
offering.’ The proposed development plan is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and 
the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical 
heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by 
historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way 
of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic 
archaeology on site. To destroy this area would therefore be a contradiction to The Council’s 
previous published goals for the town. This November 2020 executive summary plans to 
build an ‘identity’ for Bridgend utilising ‘heritage assets and the positive characteristics of 
the town to establish a ‘County Town’ with a strong sense of place, cultural identity and 
attractive appearance.’ Given that the attractiveness of the town has been based on the 
preservation of historical areas of Bridgend, the development of 850 new build houses next 
to a 13th century village rich in heritage would not be in keeping with this. 
Furthermore, within this proposed masterplan, there is a specific focus on improving 
biodiversity. To destroy an area rich in woodland and hedgerows would be detrimental to 
this objective. 

 
7. Impact on infrastructure 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  
a. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the 
housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion 
Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 
contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children 
from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP.  
b.. There is a notable high risk of flooding from surface water and small watercourses on the 
proposed site which has not been addressed in the report.11 Please see Appendix A for 
further details. 
c. Any plans for development must take into account the potential for significant costs to 
cover increased sewage treatment and/or alternative solutions for dealing with increased 
loading on the environment. Alternative solutions might include export of sewage to 
another catchment or the construction of new sewage works. 
d. No reference is made on management of the increased load on local NHS and dental 
services which are already oversubscribed. This is a vital consideration.      
     
   

 
10 https://www.bridgend.gov.uk/media/9844/bridgend-town-centre-masterplan-executive-summary.pdf  
11 https://check-your-flood-
risk.naturalresources.wales/home/GetRiskLevels?postcode=CF320HE&address=LLANGEWY
DD%20COTTAGE%2C%20COURT%20COLMAN%2C%20BRIDGEND%2C%20CF32%200HE&latit
ude=287395.69&longitude=181587.65&localCustodianCode=6915&culture=en-GB#results-
view  
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In summary, further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has 
not been made. It is unclear what specific problem BCBC is trying to solve with this plan. If it 
is to ensure that Bridgend has sufficient housing to meet projected growth, then building 
850 new houses on green space, irrevocably changing historic rural villages and impacting 
on residents’ health and welfare is not the most efficient or appropriate way to do so. 
Importantly, this development is not necessary given ONS projections that undermine the 
LDP growth estimates.  
Destruction of ancient green space and pollution associated with development and 
urbanisation is the very antithesis of sustainable development and will irrevocably impact 
on one of Bridgend’s key attractions – its proximity to much-loved green spaces.  
 
  
  
Additional comments 
  
We recently purchased our house in February of this year on the basis that there would be 
no developments planned. As 2 professionals in our late 20’s, we wanted to buy a house 
that we would be able to settle in long term. These houses are in high demand and there is 
a very high retention of properties.  
 
We paid for additional local authority searches to be carried out as we would not have gone 
through with the purchase had there been any there. Our searches came back with no 
planned or potential plans and we were assured that there were no developments proposed 
in the area due to the green field areas surrounding. We purchased our house due to the 
culture in Laleston, the village environment was the main appeal. If the development were 
to go ahead, this would inevitably destroy this culture, cause existing residents to leave and 
cause a decline in the desirability of the area.  
 
  
  
  
 
  
  

 
(
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Appendix A: Drainage 
 

 
Figure 1: Drainage Issue View 1 

 

 
Figure 2: Drainage Issue View 2 
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LDP Rep: 1071 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1071 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1071 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1071 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1071 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1071 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1071 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1071 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1071 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4002



1071 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1071 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1071 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1071 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1071 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I wish to register my very strong objection to the following.  Bridgend LDP Review 
2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth 

Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document 
(DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-
being and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations 

for the County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other 
stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and consistent development management 
decisions; · guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and 

sensitive environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of 
settlements and their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that 

the allocation of substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have 
previously received long term protection from previous Council administrations and 
Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh 
Government for high quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has 
long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological 
value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally 

important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature Reserve.  In particular the impact 
that such large scale housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the 

area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active 
Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to 

facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ 
of this major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed 
Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated 

housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood 
there. The proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote 
large scale development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the 

1071 
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case that this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large 
scale housing development and the strategic planning response should be for 

management and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as 
with other protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the 
LDP Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations.  In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies.  In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 

Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1428 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1428 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1428 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1428 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1428 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1428 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1428 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1428 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1428 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4005



1428 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1428 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1428 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1428 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final 
LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement Boundary  - Both these sites are outside 
of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic 

congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless.  - The 
effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of 

proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and 
Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all 
these developments, has been properly assessed at this point.  - The comparison in 
the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, 

is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be 
generated by the housing development than would have been by their previous 

approved application for a sports village.  - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout 
has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly 

exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a 
SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and 

Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will 
be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. 
Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to 
which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative 

pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce 
its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr  - 

To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade 
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the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, 
without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground 
Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context 
of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function 
as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued 

by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  

Safety  - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  
- The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 
the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 

people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 
affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  

Placemaking  - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 
enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 

(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1428 
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LDP Rep: 1429 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1429 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1429 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1429 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1429 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1429 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1429 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1429 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1429 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1429 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1429 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1429 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1429 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement Boundary  - Both these sites are 

outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The 
traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-

capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless.  - The 
effect of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of 

proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and 
Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all 
these developments, has been properly assessed at this point.  - The comparison in 
the draft deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, 

is misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be 
generated by the housing development than would have been by their previous 

approved application for a sports village.  - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout 
has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly 

exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a 
SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and 

Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will 
be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. 
Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to 
which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative 

pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce 
its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr  - 

To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade 
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the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, 
without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground 
Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context 
of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function 
as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued 

by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  

Safety  - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  
- The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 
the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 

people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 
affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  

Placemaking  - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 
enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 

(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1429 
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LDP Rep: 1430 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1430 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1430 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1430 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1430 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1430 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1430 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1430 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1430 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4011



1430 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1430 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1430 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1430 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1430 

4013



LDP Rep: 1431 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1431 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1431 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1431 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1431 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1431 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1431 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1431 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1431 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4014



1431 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1431 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1431 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1431 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID To: whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough Council We hereby object to 
the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the 
following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 

congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 
to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 

Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 
the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 

Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 
they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take 

1431 

4015



the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 

doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 
which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1431 

4016



LDP Rep: 1432 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1432 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1432 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1432 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1432 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1432 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1432 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1432 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1432 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4017



1432 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1432 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1432 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1432 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID 847 houses on Island Farm plus 110 at Craig y Parcau, South of Broadlands  We are 
extremely concerned about the proposals, principally the building of 847 houses at 

Island Farm and also 110 houses at Craig y Parcau South of Broadlands. We believe 
this is over development on a massive scale.  The increase in traffic on a principal 

road (the A48) and surrounding roads is difficult to conceive. Already, our road sees 
high speed traffic and peak hour rat run traffic. This can only increase enormously, 

even if all possible measures to improve the traffic infra structure are taken. No public 
transport alternative is likely to substantially reduce this.   As a result, these roads will 

all become more dangerous, in areas where children go on foot to primary and 
secondary schools, and with an aging population facing increased danger when on 

foot. Increases in cycling have been encouraged and this is seen on the A48 
especially; cycling can already be hazardous on A roads and will only become more 
so with increased traffic. Each time we drive over the Ogmore River bridge, we are 

reminded of the tragic loss of a young life there when crossing the road. Since 
Broadlands has been built, we have already seen an enormous increase in traffic 

which has increased the danger for pedestrians and cyclists.   By over developing and 
building so many houses, there will be an inevitable impact on the attraction of the 
area. During lockdown, many of us were reminded of how important walking in the 

countryside can be. Your plan for Island Farm removes an area where dog walking is 
common and although Island Farm itself is not a green field, building on it would 

inevitably impact on the beautiful surrounding area. How soon would it be that the 
land in between would also be swallowed up and over developed all the way down to 
the dipping bridge. It is an area which attracts many tourists because of its beauty and 

serenity.   Although your Local Development Plan proposes keeping the site of 
importance for nature conservation and the historically important Hut 9, it is inevitable 

with so many houses that many trees and shrubs and habitat which grew since the 
site became neglected will be lost and the presence of a wide range of species such 
as dormice and lesser horse shoe bats both of which are protected, will be adversely 
impacted. Barn owls and lapwing, fieldfares and redwing also use the greater Island 

Farm site area.  Bridgend does not have the infra structure currently for the population 
and traffic demands it has. If you go ahead with your L. D. P., this will only get worse 

1432 
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for hospitals, surgeries, schools and roads. There must be areas of this county where 
affordable housing could be built on "brown field” sites of former industry or where 

housing already exists and can be improved. We believe that the council should look 
at the “bigger picture” and making “Hut 9” an area of historical interest, they could 

make the surrounding area very attractive to tourists and residents alike. We urge you 
to reconsider your proposals. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1432 

4019



LDP Rep: 1433 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1433 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1433 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1433 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1433 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1433 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1433 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1433 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1433 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4020



1433 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1433 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1433 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1433 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1433 

4022



LDP Rep: 1285 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1285 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1285 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1285 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4023



1285 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1285 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1285 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1285 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP2(2) Island Farm COM1(2) Craig-Y_Parcau  I would be most grateful if you would 
accept this email as my strong opposition to the proposed new developments at 

Island Farm and Craig-Y-Parcau.  I have unfortunately many concerns and feel these 
projects are totally unnecessary and unviable.  Many thanks for your continued 

support and kind attention in this matter 

1285 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1285 

4024



LDP Rep: 1282 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1282 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1282 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1282 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4025



1282 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1282 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1282 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1282 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Plan 847 houses on Island Farm and 110 houses at Craig y Parcau  With reference to 
your proposed plans to build 847 houses at Island Farm and 110 houses at Craig y 

Parcau, we think this is over development on a huge scale.  The increase of traffic on 
the A48 and surrounding roads is frightening, Merthyr Mawr Road has become a rat 
run with cars constantly travelling at dangerous speeds.  With your proposals these 

roads can only become more hazardous for children walking to Oldcastle and Brynteg 
Schools, pedestrians and cyclists  There are many reasons to oppose your proposed 

plans...... traffic congestion, safety, protection of wildlife, more houses mean more 
people putting pressure on our schools, doctors and hospitals 

1282 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1282 

4026



LDP Rep: 1280 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1280 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1280 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1280 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4027



1280 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1280 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1280 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1280 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1280 
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LDP Rep: 1434 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1434 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1434 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1434 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1434 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1434 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1434 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1434 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1434 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4030



1434 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1434 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1434 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1434 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I wish to register my objections to these developments as a local resident of Mount 
Earl.  The reasons for my objections are as follows:- -Already too much traffic 

congestion on A48 and surrounding road network - Already too much noise from 
traffic including night time - More Pollution from exhaust fumes - Bridgend doesn’t 

have the amenities to support all of these extra households/families - We don’t need 
any more road speeds lowered, it will be a nightmare for residents driving to work -

Bridgend is steadily turning into a City without the amenities, all green and open 
spaces are disappearing to housing - why must we live on top of each other like this? 
- A tennis academy will only be of benefit to the well off residents of the area. - There 

are not enough schools and Doctors Surgeries for all of these new families. 

1434 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1434 

4031



LDP Rep: 1435 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1435 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1435 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1435 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1435 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1435 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1435 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1435 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1435 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4032



1435 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1435 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1435 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1435 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend  Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 

1435 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1435 

4034



LDP Rep: 1436 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1436 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1436 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1436 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1436 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1436 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1436 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1436 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1436 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4035



1436 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1436 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1436 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1436 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I wish to object to the proposed plans for new housing south of the A48 at Bridgend.  
Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33  Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 

Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: · maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking: · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long-term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not possess the environmental 
capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 

response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 
countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 

stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

1436 
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diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 

allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 
frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably ruin the whole character of the southern area of 

Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. And would have a 
seriously negative effect on quality of life for the very citizens that you are supposed 

to represent. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1436 

4037



LDP Rep: 1437 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1437 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1437 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1437 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1437 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1437 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1437 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1437 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1437 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4038



1437 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1437 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1437 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1437 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm)   Draft Local Development plan 
Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 

houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses  I/We hereby 
object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on 

the following grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 
settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 

congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 
to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 

Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 
the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 

Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 
they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 

1437 

4039



of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status. Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 

context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area. 

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk. 
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1437 

4040



LDP Rep: 1438 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1438 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1438 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1438 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1438 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1438 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1438 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1438 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1438 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4041



1438 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1438 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1438 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1438 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 

1438 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1438 

4043



LDP Rep: 1439 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1439 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1439 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1439 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1439 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1439 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1439 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1439 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1439 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4044



1439 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1439 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1439 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1439 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 
their ability to adapt to change over the long term. It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 

1439 

4045



and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 

in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. The LDP Vision to 2033 is 
stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough 

has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1439 

4046



LDP Rep: 1440 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1440 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1440 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1440 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1440 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1440 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1440 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1440 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1440 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4047



1440 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1440 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1440 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1440 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I am writing to register my deep concern at the this proposal, Merthyr Mawr is a non 
replaceable jewel in our environment. It is loved as a place of beauty by all is us locals 

and is a treasure to be protected.   Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to 
Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 

Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP 
is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating 

sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County 
Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a 
basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth 

and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to 
adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial 
areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received long term 

protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not 
meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place 

making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view 

of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and 
National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing 

allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly 
detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a 

dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would 
result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. 

This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under 
COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly 

having no justification other than a house once stood there. The proposal does not 
command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale development in 

this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not 
posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development 
and the strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of 
the area for low key countryside management as with other protected areas in the 

1440 
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County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should 
protect local diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals 
would produce the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the 

strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the 

natural environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have 
been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the 

millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand 
access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the 

LDP period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1440 

4049



LDP Rep: 1441 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1441 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1441 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1441 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1441 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1441 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1441 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1441 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1441 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4050



1441 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1441 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1441 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1441 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend  Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 

1441 

4051



and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1441 

4052



LDP Rep: 1442 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1442 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1442 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1442 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1442 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1442 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1442 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1442 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1442 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4053



1442 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1442 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1442 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1442 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions; · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 
south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 

Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 

‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies. In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1442 

4055



LDP Rep: 1443 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1443 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1443 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1443 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1443 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1443 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1443 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1443 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1443 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4056



1443 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1443 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1443 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1443 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1443 

4058



LDP Rep: 1445 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1445 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1445 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1445 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1445 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1445 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1445 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1445 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1445 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4059



1445 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1445 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1445 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1445 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are 

outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The 
traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-

capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem.  Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 

to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 
Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 

the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 

they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.  Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
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context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1445 
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LDP Rep: 1446 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1446 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1446 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1446 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1446 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1446 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1446 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1446 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1446 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4062



1446 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1446 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1446 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1446 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1446 
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LDP Rep: 1447 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1447 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1447 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1447 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1447 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1447 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1447 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1447 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1447 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1447 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1447 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1447 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1447 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - 
Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit 
Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs 

including: ‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through 
placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision 
agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and 

consistent development management decisions;   · guide growth and change, while 
protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the 

social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land 

south of the A48 that have previously received long term protection from previous 
Council administrations and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by 
the Council and Welsh Government for high quality place making. The environment 

south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high 
landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the 

environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature 
Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have 
on the highway infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms 

of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to 
walking and cycling routes to facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being 

orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this major transport corridor. This will be the case 
particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated 
as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other 
than a house once stood there. The proposal does not command local support. A 

previous attempt to promote large scale development in this location was overturned 
in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does not posse the environmental 

capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the strategic planning 
response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 

countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As 
stated in the objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local 

diversity, character and sensitive environments. The current proposals would produce 
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the opposite impact for current and future generations. In short the strategic 
allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and would 

frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been 
allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, 

Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey to expand access to 
key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of life for 

residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive 
network of communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable 

sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended that the large scale allocation of 
housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not help the County Borough and its 
residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating isolated housing estates 

on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations will prevent 
achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 
‘safe, healthy and inclusive’.  The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha 
development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the whole character of the southern 

area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high quality landscape that are 
recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP policies.  In 
conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic 

Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command community support; • would 
deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 

south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel given the extensive and 
dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural lanes; • frustrate the 

aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1447 

4067



LDP Rep: 1448 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1448 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1448 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1448 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1448 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1448 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1448 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1448 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1448 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4068



1448 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1448 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1448 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1448 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed Housing developments alongside the A48/Island Farm/Craig yr Parcau  I 
wish to state my objection to the proposed development as above. I use the following 
statements to explain my objections in a formal way. Using greenfield land in an area 
of natural beauty and scientific interest is unethical, not environmentally sound and an 

unnecessary intrusion into the landscape. Use derelict, industrial land to build the 
stated number of new homes required, please see the following statement. Bridgend 
LDP Review 2018-33 Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and 
Growth Allocations, South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation 
Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· 

maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect 
local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council 
and other stakeholders; · provide a basis for rational and consistent development 

management decisions; · guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, 
character, and sensitive environments; and · ensure the social and economic 

resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is 
argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that 
have previously received long term protection from previous Council administrations 
and Planning Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh 

Government for high quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has 
long been viewed as an area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological 
value and as part of a holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally 

important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact 
that such large scale housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the 

area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active 
Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to 

facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ 
of this major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed 
Craig Y Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated 

housing allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood 
there. The proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote 
large scale development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the 
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case that this area does not possess the environmental capacity to promote such 
large scale housing development and the strategic planning response should be for 
management and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as 
with other protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the 
LDP Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough.  What evidence supports the need for so many houses required across the 
Borough and where are the local jobs envisioned to be found. Homes without 

employment means an increase in travelling, increase in energy requirements and 
ultimately an increase in global warming with future catastrophic results. Think again, 

the removal of the trees in Craig yr Parcau alone will knock the CO2 emission 
reduction targets, think again! 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1448 
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LDP Rep: 1449 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1449 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1449 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1449 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1449 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1449 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1449 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1449 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1449 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1449 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1449 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1449 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1449 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID ISLAND FARM  I would like to make strong objection to the proposed development of 
the Island Farm Planning proposal for the following reasons: It would without any 

doubt whatsoever ruin the area of Merthyr Mawr and surrounding land , a beauty spot 
in the true sense of the term and one of the last bastions of idyllic rural loveliness 

sadly diminishing in the commercially based decision making of many local 
Authorities. Can Bridgend not in this instance rise above the temptation to secure 

financial benefit from a huge national housing developer riding roughshod through the 
life style and leisure facilities of local people as well as the devoted visitors who return 
to the area year after year. Indeed many of us wonder why the building of 850 houses 
in this vicinity  with the increase of pollution from vastly increased traffic , the siting of 

a supporting school in a dangerous position for children to attend, as well as the 
threat to the  noted biodiversity of the area could be contemplated in preference to 

local brownfield sites such as the Ford factory  ? I hope very much that further public 
consultation will be seen as a democratic necessity given the strong feelings felt by 

the local communities surrounding Bridgend. 

1449 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1449 
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LDP Rep: 1450 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1450 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1450 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1450 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1450 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1450 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1450 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1450 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1450 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4073



1450 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1450 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1450 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1450 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1450 
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LDP Rep: 1451 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1451 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1451 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1451 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1451 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1451 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1451 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1451 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1451 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4076



1451 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1451 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1451 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1451 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.   To:  whom it may concern 
at Bridgend County Borough Council   I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask 

for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following grounds:   ·    Further 
housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case has not been 

made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in 
recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to 
add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-
called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young persons. ·    

Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local comprehensive 
school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous 

decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer 
would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to 

other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making principles stated in 
the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS 
services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. ·    Further 
along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most 

polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the 
sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. ·    Further road traffic 

would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. ·    The site would coalesce the community boundaries 
of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. The existing green 
wedge should remain. ·    The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green 

wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The 
overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would 

violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 
biodiversity of the county borough. ·    This green wedge is the location of the 

Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and 
hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding 
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lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval 
pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is 
a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. ·    The proposed site is 
criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by 

the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 
Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 

for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community. ·    No evidence has been produced to show 
that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. ·    The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development. ·    This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                  ·    The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o   Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o   Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. ·    In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  The other options in the plan are much more sensible. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1451 
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LDP Rep: 1452 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1452 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1452 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1452 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1452 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1452 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1452 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1452 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1452 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1452 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1452 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1452 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1452 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions; · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.  It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
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and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 
objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.  The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1452 
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LDP Rep: 1453 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1453 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1453 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1453 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1453 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID In relation to the proposed plan and its content in relation to Penyfai and Court 
Colman area, I would like my response as follows to be taken into consideration in the 
public consultation process.  • GREEN SPACE:  I believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field  (Pen y fai Kick about area) and Cavendish Park  

as green leisure spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked 
as such in the published LDP.  • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There 

is a small settlement proposed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma 
community - the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of 

Aberkenfig already has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also the 
LDP plans to place one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the 

travelling /Roma community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the 
ward and immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty  (near 

Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a 
network to surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask 

BCBC to consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards. The 
proposed site is right next to a Welsh Waters reservoir and workers are constantly 
working there. o I am opposed to this and wish for a more appropriate site to be 

considered.  • ‘SMALL DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent 
years have eroded green space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of 

our community as well as put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This 
fundamentally flies in the face of what the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it 
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will not do. Additionally such developments often fail to make a full case that they are 
meeting the overall objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration 
of sustainable communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the 

plan.  The LDP  notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to 
identify places /candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a  complete or sufficient 

consultation document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am opposed to 
‘small scale’ developments and wish this to be removed from the plan.   Permitted 

householder developments would be acceptable, but over development of the 
community is not.  Further housing developments are not required in village.  

Experience has shown where small developments have been built previously (and 
most recently) Colman Vale, it has not added any positive social or economic value or 
impact or benefit to the community whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on 

our village roads, created more environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to 
residents and damage to householders and public property. It has created further 
unnecessary pressure on the infrastructure in terms of the local school and health 

care services.  There are still no safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking 
route to the ‘economically regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the 

village community - it would not be sustainable development.   o I want the LDP to 
delete small scale developments as permissible in Penyfai Village. 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1453 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1453 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1453 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1453 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1453 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1453 
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12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1453 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and 
surrounding) site I object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted 

from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  · The West of Bridgend area has been 
the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate 
amount. A further 850 house would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion 
and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles and the statements made within 
the LDP. · Potentially the site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Colman 

and Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation could create an undesirable 
precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move the built-up 
area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would 

cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and 
towards Pyle in the west.  · Even  housing stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’ in 

this area  would likely be beyond the means of most young persons due to the nature 
of the area. · Infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 

urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough. · This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage · The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have 
been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly 

valued by local people and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the 
impact and loss. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance 

costs onto the community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the 
commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of 

positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that 
is struggling with high levels of pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that 

main road.  This is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase 
through the narrow Cefn Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park 
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Street congestion and to access the M4.  · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and 
fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit 
from this development.   · The proposal is close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic 

is undesirable and disingenuous:- o Undesirable because this lane is already a 
popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on 
this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at 

Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the 
developer, would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative 

vehicle movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, 
and the unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. 
o Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure 
of Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for 

this closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the 
development. Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way 
wide open to future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, 
which planners would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of 

Broadlands, where an initial development of only slightly larger size than this proposal 
grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered 
in thousands. The inclusion of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the 
proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further 

indication of an ambition to expand this development further northwards.  In summary 
I am against this proposal as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to 

achieve - this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of 
houses in the wrong location. Other sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to 

support a development of this nature, with less impact. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID General observations on the wider planning issues:  I have observed developers can, 
and have made arguments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the 

levels of social housing based on financial viability and profits and to negotiate 
changes in conditions (without further public/meaningful consultation).  This should 
not be allowed to continue.  Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas 

where development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on; community 
voices in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an 

issue on new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not 
been adopted is creating problems in our community.   Additionally, the plan a whole 

could and should be more ambitious in terms of the figures/percentages for social 
housing, and developers should be expected to deliver a higher percentage. Bridgend 
County appears to have become a commuter County and young people cannot afford 
to stay and get on the property ladder. In terms of economic regeneration, we should 

be aiming to keep more young people employed and living locally. 
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LDP Rep: 1454 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1454 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1454 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1454 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1454 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1454 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1454 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1454 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1454 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1454 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1454 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1454 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1454 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 
LDP.  Can't believe that Laleston will finally be ruined by hearing that there is a 

proposal for 850 homes to be built.  Already our entrance into Laleston via 
roundabout from Porthcawl is a shambles, who would agree to a second eyesore - 
disgraceful money talking, who will want to come to Laleston ?  John would have 

agreed with me - a very sad outcome.    My late husband J  
. He would be horrified of this news, Find it hard to believe 850 homes. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1455 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1455 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1455 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1455 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1455 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID In relation to the proposed plan and its content in relation to Penyfai and Court 
Colman area, I would like my response as follows to be taken into consideration in the 
public consultation process.  • GREEN SPACE:  I believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field  (Pen y fai Kick about area) and Cavendish Park  

as green leisure spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked 
as such in the published LDP.  • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There 

is a small settlement proposed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma 
community - the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of 

Aberkenfig already has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also the 
LDP plans to place one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the 

travelling /Roma community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the 
ward and immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty  (near 

Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a 
network to surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask 

BCBC to consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards.  o I am 
opposed to this and wish for a more appropriate site to be considered.  • ‘SMALL 

DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent years have eroded green 
space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of our community as well as 
put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This fundamentally flies in the face of what 

the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it will not do. Additionally such 
developments often fail to make a full case that they are meeting the overall 
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objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration of sustainable 
communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the plan.  The LDP  
notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to identify places 
/candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a  complete or sufficient consultation 
document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am opposed to ‘small scale’ 
developments and wish this to be removed from the plan.   Permitted householder 
developments would be acceptable, but over development of the community is not.  
Further housing developments are not required in village.  Experience has shown 
where small developments have been built previously (and most recently) Colman 

Vale, it has not added any positive social or economic value or impact or benefit to the 
community whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on our village roads, created 

more environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to residents and damage to 
householders and public property. It has created further unnecessary pressure on the 
infrastructure in terms of the local school and health care services.  There are still no 

safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking route to the ‘economically 
regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the village community - it 
would not be sustainable development.   o I want the LDP to delete small scale 

developments as permissible in Penyfai Village. 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1455 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1455 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1455 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1455 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1455 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1455 
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12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1455 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and 
surrounding) site I object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted 

from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  · The West of Bridgend area has been 
the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate 
amount. A further 850 house would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion 
and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles and the statements made within 
the LDP. · Potentially the site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Colman 

and Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation could create an undesirable 
precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move the built-up 
area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would 

cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and 
towards Pyle in the west.  · Even  housing stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’ in 

this area  would likely be beyond the means of most young persons due to the nature 
of the area. · Infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 

urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough. · This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage · The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have 
been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly 

valued by local people and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the 
impact and loss. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance 

costs onto the community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the 
commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of 

positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that 
is struggling with high levels of pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that 

main road.  This is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase 
through the narrow Cefn Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park 
Street congestion and to access the M4.  · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and 
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fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit 
from this development.   · The proposal is close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic 

is undesirable and disingenuous:- o Undesirable because this lane is already a 
popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on 
this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at 

Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the 
developer, would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative 

vehicle movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, 
and the unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. 
o Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure 
of Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for 

this closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the 
development. Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way 
wide open to future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, 
which planners would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of 

Broadlands, where an initial development of only slightly larger size than this proposal 
grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered 
in thousands. The inclusion of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the 
proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further 

indication of an ambition to expand this development further northwards.  In summary 
I am against this proposal as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to 

achieve - this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of 
houses in the wrong location. Other sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to 

support a development of this nature, with less impact. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID General observations on the wider planning issues:  I have observed developers can, 
and have made arguments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the 

levels of social housing based on financial viability and profits and to negotiate 
changes in conditions (without further public/meaningful consultation).  This should 
not be allowed to continue.  Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas 

where development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on; community 
voices in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an 

issue on new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not 
been adopted is creating problems in our community.   Additionally, the plan a whole 

could and should be more ambitious in terms of the figures/percentages for social 
housing, and developers should be expected to deliver a higher percentage. Bridgend 
County appears to have become a commuter County and young people cannot afford 
to stay and get on the property ladder. In terms of economic regeneration, we should 

be aiming to keep more young people employed and living locally. 
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LDP Rep: 1456 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1456 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1456 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1456 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1456 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID In relation to the proposed plan and its content in relation to Penyfai and Court 
Colman area, I would like my response as follows to be taken into consideration in the 
public consultation process.  • GREEN SPACE:  I believe the LDP should recognise 
and mark both the Pheasant Field  (Pen y fai Kick about area) and Cavendish Park  

as green leisure spaces.   o I request these green spaces be recognised and marked 
as such in the published LDP.  • TRAVELLER/ROMA SITE COURT COLMAN: There 

is a small settlement proposed in Court Colman (SP7 (1) for the Travelling /Roma 
community - the key for which appears to be missing on the plans.  The ward of 

Aberkenfig already has a site less than 1 mile away from the one proposed. Also the 
LDP plans to place one in Bryncethin.  I understand the need for such sites for the 

travelling /Roma community, but am opposed to the current plan concentrating on the 
ward and immediate area, particularly in a rural area of natural beauty  (near 

Pennsylvania Woods). The area is a valued ecological / habitat area which, in a 
network to surrounding sites and woodlands, contributes to wider biodiversity.  I ask 

BCBC to consider other options for placing this site outside of the wards.  o I am 
opposed to this and wish for a more appropriate site to be considered.  • ‘SMALL 

DEVELOPMENTS:   Smaller scale developments in recent years have eroded green 
space, ecologically rich habitats, and changed the face of our community as well as 
put additional pressure on infrastructure.  This fundamentally flies in the face of what 

the LDP (this one and the previous on) states it will not do. Additionally such 
developments often fail to make a full case that they are meeting the overall 
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objectives of the LDP.  There seems to be a lack of consideration of sustainable 
communities and the Wellbeing of Future Generations Act within the plan.  The LDP  
notes that ‘small developments' may be placed in Penyfai, but fails to identify places 
/candidate sites and therefore I do not feel it is a  complete or sufficient consultation 
document for Penyfai area. I wish it to be noted that I am opposed to ‘small scale’ 
developments and wish this to be removed from the plan.   Permitted householder 
developments would be acceptable, but over development of the community is not.  
Further housing developments are not required in village.  Experience has shown 
where small developments have been built previously (and most recently) Colman 

Vale, it has not added any positive social or economic value or impact or benefit to the 
community whatsoever.  In fact, it has put more pressure on our village roads, created 

more environmental disruption, huge inconvenience to residents and damage to 
householders and public property. It has created further unnecessary pressure on the 
infrastructure in terms of the local school and health care services.  There are still no 

safe routes to schools and there is no safe walking route to the ‘economically 
regenerated’ sites such as Bridgend Town Centre from the village community - it 
would not be sustainable development.   o I want the LDP to delete small scale 

developments as permissible in Penyfai Village. 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1456 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1456 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1456 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1456 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1456 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1456 
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12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1456 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID In relation to PLA3 Land West of Bridgend, Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and 
surrounding) site I object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted 

from the final LDP, on the following grounds.  · The West of Bridgend area has been 
the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate 
amount. A further 850 house would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion 
and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles and the statements made within 
the LDP. · Potentially the site could erode the boundary /wedge with Court Colman 

and Newcastle Higher Ward as this urbanisation could create an undesirable 
precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move the built-up 
area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would 

cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the north, and 
towards Pyle in the west.  · Even  housing stock deemed as ‘affordable housing’ in 

this area  would likely be beyond the means of most young persons due to the nature 
of the area. · Infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. · 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. · Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. · The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is 
officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the 

urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of 
maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county 

borough. · This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the 
Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an 

historical heritage · The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way which have 
been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly 

valued by local people and visitors. Proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate the 
impact and loss. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor maintenance 

costs onto the community. · No evidence has been produced to show that the 
commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the loss of 

positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. · Park Street is known as an area that 
is struggling with high levels of pollution, exacerbated by the heavy traffic utilising that 

main road.  This is of concern, as is the volume of traffic that will likely increase 
through the narrow Cefn Glas lane through Pen y fai Village in the aim to bypass Park 
Street congestion and to access the M4.  · The loss of the rich and diverse flora and 
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fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit 
from this development.   · The proposal is close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic 

is undesirable and disingenuous:- o Undesirable because this lane is already a 
popular walking and cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on 
this stretch. Alternative vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at 

Crossways, towards the Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the 
developer, would cause unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative 

vehicle movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, 
and the unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. 
o Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure 
of Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for 

this closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the 
development. Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way 
wide open to future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, 
which planners would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of 

Broadlands, where an initial development of only slightly larger size than this proposal 
grew from a new settlement measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered 
in thousands. The inclusion of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the 
proposal, while on the face of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further 

indication of an ambition to expand this development further northwards.  In summary 
I am against this proposal as it goes against much of what the LDP says it is trying to 

achieve - this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of 
houses in the wrong location. Other sites in Bridgend County may be better placed to 

support a development of this nature, with less impact. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID General observations on the wider planning issues:  I have observed developers can, 
and have made arguments after planning consent has been granted, to reduce the 

levels of social housing based on financial viability and profits and to negotiate 
changes in conditions (without further public/meaningful consultation).  This should 
not be allowed to continue.  Similarly Section 106 monies are not benefitting areas 

where development and disruption takes place, and is often reneged on; community 
voices in relation to Section 106 monies are not represented.  Road adoption is an 

issue on new developments, and maintenance of sites at points where they have not 
been adopted is creating problems in our community.   Additionally, the plan a whole 

could and should be more ambitious in terms of the figures/percentages for social 
housing, and developers should be expected to deliver a higher percentage. Bridgend 
County appears to have become a commuter County and young people cannot afford 
to stay and get on the property ladder. In terms of economic regeneration, we should 

be aiming to keep more young people employed and living locally. 
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LDP Rep: 1457 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1457 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1457 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1457 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1457 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1457 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1457 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1457 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1457 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1457 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1457 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1457 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1457 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1458 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1458 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1458 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1458 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1458 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1458 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1458 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1458 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1458 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1458 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1458 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1458 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 1459 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1459 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1459 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1459 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1459 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1459 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1459 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1459 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1459 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1459 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1459 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1459 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1459 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 

1459 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1459 
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LDP Rep: 1460 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1460 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1460 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1460 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1460 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1460 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1460 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1460 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1460 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4106



1460 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1460 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1460 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1460 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1460 
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LDP Rep: 1461 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1461 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1461 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1461 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1461 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1461 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1461 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1461 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1461 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4109



1461 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1461 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1461 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1461 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 

1461 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1461 
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LDP Rep: 1462 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1462 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1462 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1462 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1462 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1462 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1462 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1462 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1462 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4112



1462 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1462 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1462 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1462 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1462 

4114



LDP Rep: 1463 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1463 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1463 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1463 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1463 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1463 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1463 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1463 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1463 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4115



1463 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1463 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1463 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1463 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 

1463 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1463 
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LDP Rep: 271 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

271 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

271 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

271 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

271 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

271 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

271 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID I AM A CONSULTEE OF THE BRIDGEND DRAFT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN. I 
VISIT EVERYWEEK THE BRIDGEND TOWN CENTRE, I CANNOT BELIEVE MY 
EYES, I CROSS THE EMBASSY BRIDGE AND WALK DOWN THE DISABLED 
ACCESS WHICH WAS COVERED IN CIGARETTE BUTTS AND TIS HAS NOT 
BEEN CLEANED FOR WEEKSS, BECAUSE THE WEEK BEFORE IT WAS THE 

SAME CIGARETTE BUTTS, ACROSS FROM DEAN MORGANS HAIR DRESSING, 
THE SHOP LOOKS AS ALTHOUGH A BOMB HAS HIT IT AND DOESN’T LOOK 

SAFE FOR THE PUBLIC, WHAT A WAY A WELCOME ANYONE INTO DUNRAVEN 
PLACE AND THE BRIDGEND TOWN CENTRE.  BRIDGEND LOOKS UNKEPT 
WITH DIRTY STREETS WITH SO MANY EMPTY SHOPS, BRIDGEND TOWN 

LOOKS LIKE A GHOST TOWN IN ONE OF THE HORROR MOVEIES. WHAT HAS 
HAPPENED TO THE COMMERCIAL CENTRE OF BRIDGEND, THERE SHOULD 
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MORE INSENTIVE FOR EVERYONE TO OPEN A BUSINESS IN THE TOWN 
CENTRE BRIDGEND, I DO OT AGREE WITH REMOVING ANY OF THE 

PEDESTRIANISATION OF THE TOWN CENTRE, THIS IS A KEY FACTOR TO 
RESTORING FESTIVALS AND MARKETS, REMOVING THIS FOR MOTORIST TO 

RETURN TO THE STREETS INCLUDING DUNRAVEN PLACE WILL BE 
CONFUSING FOR THE VISUALLY IMPAIRED, DISSABLED WHEEL CHAIR USERS 
AND THE ELDERLY, WHERE ARE THE COMMERCIAL ESTATE AGENTS? LOOKS 

AS THOUGH THEY ARE ONLY INTERESTED IN RENTING FLATS AND 
APARTMENTS IN THE BRIDGEND TOWN CENTRE NOT SHOPS, THE FOCAL 

POINT OF BRIDGEND IS DUNRAVEN PLACE WITH THE WAR MEMORIAL 
CENOTAPH, AND THE POST OFFICE IS NEEDED IN DUNRAVEN PLACE, THERE 

IS ALWAYS A QUEUE WAITING TO BE SERVED, THE RIVER WALKWAY HAS 
NEVER BEEN GIVEN A CHANGE, ACCESS TO THE BACKS OF THE 
COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES SHOULD BEOPEN AS INTENDED, AND 

PROPERTYS FACING THE RIVER NEED A MAKE OVER URGENTLY, WHERE 
ARE THE HOLDERS OF FLOWERING PLANTS ON THE RAILINGS IN THE 

SUMMER MONTHS ON THE RIVER WALKWAY, (NONE EXISTANT), NO EFFORT 
MADE TO MAKE BRIDGEND AND TOWN CENTRE MORE WELCOMING FOR THE 

PUBLIC, VISITORS AND TOURISTS THE BRIDGEND COUNTY BOROUGH 
COUNCIL PAINT A BEAUTIFUL PICTURE WITH THEIR BRIDGEND MASTER 

PLAN, BUT THE REALETY IS IT IS ONLY PAPER, AND IS FUNDERMENTALLY 
FLAWED I DO NOT AGREE WITH INTOWN LIVING, I HAVE SEEN THE RHIW 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND I AM NOT IMPRESSED, THE APARTMENT 
BUILDING STICKS OUT LIKE A SORE THUMB NEXT TO THE MULTISOREY 

CCAR PARK, THIS IS THE SOFT OPTION PUTTING RESIDENTIAL FALTS AND 
APARTMENTS IN A TOWN CENTRE, A VIABRANT COMMERCIAL CENTRE IS 

NEEDED FOR PEOPLE TO SHOP AND VISIT, HOW BORING LIFE WILL BE WITH 
NOTHING TO DO JUST SITTING INFRONT OF A COMPUTER TO BUY FOOD AND 

CLOTHING WITHOUT SEEING THE PRODUCT YOU ARE BUYING AND NOT 
LEAVING YOUR HOME, MISSING FAMILY AND FRIENDS DURING LOCK DOWN 
WAS BAD ENOUGH, NOT EVERYONE WANTS TO GO TO THE GYM WYNDHAM 
STREET AND MARKET STREET, CHARITY SHOPS KNOW A GOOD THING WITH 
THEIR SHOPS STILL TRADEING IN THE BRIDGEND TOWN CENTRE, THEY CAN 

TRADE COMMERCIALLY, WHY NOT GIVE PEOPLE THE CHANCE TO OPEN 
SMALL BUSINESSES IN THE BRIDGEND TOWN CENTRE? LESSONS TO BE 
LEARNED WITH COVID 19 LOCK DOWN BY EVERYONE, THE PLANS FOR 
BRIDGEND AND TOWN CENTRE ARE FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED IN THE 

DRAFT BRIDGEND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN MORE POLICING IS NEEDED 
A POLICE STATION IS NEEDED IN THE TOWN CENTRE, QUICK RESPONSE 
PRESENCE IS NEEDED AS I HAVE SEEN FOR MYSELF TO COMBAT CRIME, 

THE EMBASSEY CARS PARKS WILL BE NEEDED TO SERVICE THE BRIDGEND 
TOWN CENTRE WHEN A REAL CAFÉ QUARTER IS CREATED, 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

271 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 
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ID  

271 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

271 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

271 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

271 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

271 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

271 
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LDP Rep: 1464 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1464 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1464 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1464 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1464 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1464 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1464 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1464 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1464 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4121



1464 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1464 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1464 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1464 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1464 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council  We hereby object to the above 
proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds; Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the settlement 

boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic congestion at the 
nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 

and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 
Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 

has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 
now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless. - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 

assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 
document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village. - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem. Nature - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 
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Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 
status. Merthyr Mawr - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road would 
irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of 
Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include 
the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as 

part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. 
Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr 

and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and 
Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend 

and the wider area. Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from 
the development at Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and 

a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy 
times on the A48 - The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn 
Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. 
This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently 

stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for 
pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much more so with increased 

traffic and impedance on the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation 
area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over 
the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially 

pose a safety risk. Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and 
Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape 

Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic 
Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These 
designations point to a unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the 
next generation. A place that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend 

Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 
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LDP Rep: 1465 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1465 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1465 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1465 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1465 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1465 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1465 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1465 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1465 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1465 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1465 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1465 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1465 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final 
LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An 
evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the 

site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate 
amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make 
this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the 

means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further 
development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up 
with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of 
Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. 

Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. 
Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools would 

violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of 
infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 

anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 
Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 

Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 
principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 

on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1465 
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LDP Rep: 1466 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1466 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1466 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1466 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1466 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1466 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1466 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1466 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1466 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1466 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1466 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1466 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1466 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Boundary  - Both these sites are outside of the 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 

status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road 
would irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The 
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environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and 
arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road 

should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally 
regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the 

approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their 
policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a 

unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  Safety  - To ensure the safety of 
children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the 
traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further 

impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic 

on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to 
Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel 

along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much 
more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a 

much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. 
Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic 

landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  Placemaking  - The proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the 
Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr 

Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of 
Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape 

that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has already been made and 
it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1466 
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LDP Rep: 1467 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1467 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1467 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1467 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1467 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1467 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1467 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1467 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1467 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1467 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1467 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1467 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1467 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1467 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 

1467 

4131



housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the Count 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1468 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1468 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1468 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1468 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1468 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1468 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1468 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1468 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1468 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1468 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1468 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1468 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1468 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  In an age when we are all being encouraged to take more exercise to improve 
our health and fitness, so we need the greenspaces in which to do this.  I walk the 

area which is included within the boundary of this proposed development, usually 4-5 
times a week.  I revel in the enjoyment of being surrounded by nature be it in the 

greenfields or hedgerows which are a disappearing asset throughout the countryside.  
However, I believe that in some forward thinking areas they are now being protected 
by those who value their worth for a healthy habitat in so many respects.  During the 
period of the Covid 19 crisis, I have met so many people who now take advantage of 
being able to walk in this 'green and pleasant land'.  The thought of this area being 

turned into yet more concrete jungle fills me with horror and dread.  Considering that 
the average household owns 2 cars, the construction of 850 houses would result in 
1750 additional cars clogging up already congested roads.  In my opinion, there are 
things too precious to be squandered on short time gains.  The value of our receding 
green spaces being the lungs of its surroundings, and in this instance, the historical 
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interest should not be disregarded.  Once they are gone they are lost forever.  If not 
for us, we must protect them for future generations. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1468 
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LDP Rep: 1469 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1469 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1469 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1469 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1469 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1469 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1469 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1469 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1469 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1469 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1469 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1469 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1469 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Boundary  - Both these sites are outside of the 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 

status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road 
would irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The 
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environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and 
arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road 

should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally 
regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the 

approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their 
policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a 

unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  Safety  - To ensure the safety of 
children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the 
traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further 

impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic 

on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to 
Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel 

along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much 
more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a 

much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. 
Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic 

landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  Placemaking  - The proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the 
Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr 

Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of 
Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape 

that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has already been made and 
it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1469 

4139



LDP Rep: 1470 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1470 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1470 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1470 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1470 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1470 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1470 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1470 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1470 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1470 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1470 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1470 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1470 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1470 
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LDP Rep: 1471 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1471 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1471 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1471 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1471 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1471 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1471 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1471 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1471 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1471 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1471 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1471 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1471 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1471 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, 
South of A48 Bridgend Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) 

states that the LDP is required to produce outputs including: ‘· maximising well-being 
and creating sustainable places through placemaking; · reflect local aspirations for the 

County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and other stakeholders; · 
provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;   · 
guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive 
environments; and · ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and 

their ability to adapt to change over the long term.   It is argued that the allocation of 
substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have previously received 
long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning Inspectors 
would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 

quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an 
area of restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a 

holistic view of protection of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr 
village and National Nature Reserve. In particular the impact that such large scale 
housing allocations will have on the highway infrastructure of the area would be 
significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of Active Travel, the A48 
would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to facilities in 

Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y 
Parcau houses under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing 

allocation, seemingly having no justification other than a house once stood there. The 
proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that 
this area does not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale 
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housing development and the strategic planning response should be for management 
and maintenance of the area for low key countryside management as with other 
protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the objectives to the LDP 
Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 

environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current 
and future generations. In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the 

objectives of sustainable development and would frustrate the opportunities of future 
generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural environment surrounding Bridgend 
in the way that previous generations have been allowed to.   The LDP Vision to 2033 

is stated as: ‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County 
Borough has been on a journey to expand access to key services, enhance physical 
environmental quality and improve quality of life for residents, workers and visitors. 

This transformation will continue throughout the LDP period, resulting in the continued 
development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of communities that connect 

more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ It is contended 
that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will not 
help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that 
creating isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible 
walking/cycling locations will prevent achievement of the vision. The development 

would not be able to meet the vision of ‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. The development 
of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change the 

whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of 
high quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection 
via previous LDP policies. In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 
Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and Housing Allocations would: • fail to command 
community support; • would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green 
infrastructure and biodiversity south of the A48; • would not allow for active travel 

given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would clog up existing rural 
lanes; • frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County 

Borough. 
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LDP Rep: 1472 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1472 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1472 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1472 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1472 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1472 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1472 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1472 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1472 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1472 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1472 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1472 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1472 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 

1472 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1472 
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LDP Rep: 1473 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1473 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1473 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1473 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1473 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1473 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1473 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1473 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1473 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4149



1473 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1473 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1473 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1473 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1473 

4151



LDP Rep: 1474 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1474 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1474 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1474 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1474 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1474 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1474 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1474 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1474 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4152



1474 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1474 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1474 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1474 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID As a resident of the village of Laleston I am writing to object to that part of the Local 
Development Plan called “Site PLA 3”. According to the Masterplan Development 
Principles on pages 71 and 72 paragraph (e) states that the plan must maintain a 

strategic green corridor between the site and Laleston to retain the separate identities 
and character of these settlements whilst preventing coalescence.  It now appears 

from page 26 of the proposals map that it is the intention to build on what is known as 
the “Circus Field”. This will leave what I understand to be Llangewydd Road Lane as 

the dividing line between Bridgend and Laleston. If the above mentioned “Circus 
Field” were to be given over to some of the 850 homes mentioned on the local 

development plan then Laleston will no longer be a village. It will no longer have the 
separate identity required according to the Masterplan Development Principles. This if 

enacted will make the requirement of a strategic green corridor obsolete.  It is 
important to the residents of Laleston that it retains its village status and become what 

is generally known as a conservation area. Therefore I must request that the plan 
allows no development to be undertaken on what is known as the “Circus Field”, and 

that Laleston remains a village and be allowed to retain its separate identity and 
character. 

1474 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1474 

4153



LDP Rep: 1475 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1475 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1475 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1475 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1475 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1475 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1475 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1475 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1475 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4154



1475 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1475 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1475 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1475 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 

1475 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1475 
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LDP Rep: 1476 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1476 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1476 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1476 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1476 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1476 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1476 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1476 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1476 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4157



1476 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1476 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1476 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1476 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I/We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Boundary  - Both these sites are outside of the 
boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48.  Traffic  - The traffic congestion at the 

nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-capacity during the AM 
and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up below the potteries and 

Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The country lane, New Inn Road 
has become a rat run already used by many to avoid congestion on the A48 and is 

now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This development will increase traffic on the 
A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn Road.  - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal 

commissioned by HD Developments acknowledges that it has been impossible to 
conduct any meaningful appraisal of the traffic situation because of Covid. To include 
such a large development in the LDP at such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date 

data and analysis is reckless.  - The effect of a development of this size on traffic, 
must also be seen in the context of proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 

house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon Ewenni (650 houses). There is no 
evidence that the cumulative effect of all these developments, has been properly 
assessed at this point.  - The comparison in the draft deposit LDP consultation 

document with the previously granted application, is misleading, supporting claims by 
the developer that fewer car trips will be generated by the housing development than 
would have been by their previous approved application for a sports village.  - The air 
quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been known to regularly exceed the legal limit. 

Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate the problem.  Nature  - Roughly a quarter 
of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home to European protected species; dormice, 

Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long Eared bats. Dormice require continuous 
hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by the entrance road. They will also be very 
vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected 
by light pollution, added to which they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding 
areas. The cumulative pressures of a dense housing development on the biodiversity 
of the SINC will reduce its value for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC 

status.  Merthyr Mawr  - To take the development boundary up to New Inn Road 
would irreparably degrade the rural context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The 
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environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and 
arguably include the “Showground Field” which extends to the A48. New Inn Road 

should be seen as part of the context of this well-loved, unique and nationally 
regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a rat run, it serves solely as the 

approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by BCBC in accordance with their 
policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a 

unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.  Safety  - To ensure the safety of 
children crossing the A48 from the development at Island Farm to get to school, the 
traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian crossing point put in. This will further 

impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48  - The LDP states that the junction of 
Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic 

on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to 
Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel 

along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is currently difficult and will get much 
more so with increased traffic and impedance on the A48.  - The Dipping Bridge is a 

much loved recreation area for kids and young people particularly during hot weather. 
Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively affect the enjoyment of this iconic 

landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.  Placemaking  - The proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will enclose and impinge upon the 
Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr 

Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and the grade 2* Park and garden of 
Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a unique and valuable landscape 

that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place that has already been made and 
it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1476 
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LDP Rep: 1477 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1477 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1477 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1477 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1477 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1477 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1477 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1477 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1477 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4160



1477 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1477 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1477 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1477 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1477 

4162



LDP Rep: 1478 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1478 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1478 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1478 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1478 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1478 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1478 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1478 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1478 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1478 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1478 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1478 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1478 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1478 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND 
(Locally known as the “Circus Field” site and surrounds) Proposal for 850 houses, etc. 
LETTER OF OBJECTION   Important: please return your letter to BCBC BEFORE 27 
July 2021  A template letter is provided below. You can add your own comments as 
you wish. Or you can use the template as a basis for a letter of your own. There is 
space at the end of the template for your additional comments. Use a continuation 

sheet if necessary.  Please bear in mind that this proposed development comes from 
landowners and a private sector property developer. It does NOT come from the 

council, and is NOT yet decided either way. It is currently up for consultation and your 
opinions count. This template has been prepared by Cllrs. Blundell and Smith and 

issued to local residents on request. We believe this template letter is evidence 
based, and we have written it using the information supplied in the draft LDP 

documents, our discussions with planning officers, our own local knowledge, and our 
conversations to date with local residents. We are always open minded and happy to 
receive further evidence, from any source. We may issue amended versions of this 
letter if further evidence comes forward.  To see the consultation documents go to… 
www.bridgend.gov.uk > My Council > Equalities and Engagement > Consultations > 

Current Consultations > Replacement Local Development Plan Consultation. You can 
request a hard copy of the documents from the Consultations address below. Post 

your letter to:  Consultations (LDP), Bridgend County Borough Council, Civic Offices, 
Bridgend, CF31 4WB. OR Email to:            consultation@bridgend.gov.uk  also copy 
in:      planning@bridgend.gov.uk OR  Hand to:             

 
 

 This is a personal message to you, from your local councillors, 
for your information.    Draft Local Development Plan Proposed site: PLA3, LAND 
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WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus Field” (and surrounding) site 
Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  To:  whom it may concern at Bridgend County Borough 
Council  I hereby object to the above proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from 

the final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 
location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 

has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 
disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons.  • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed.  • Further along the A473, air quality testing 

in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP.  • Further road traffic would also put further 
strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 

Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 
capacity. This development would inevitably lead to further traffic driving through the 
village of Laleston to access the A48 and thereby the M4.   • The site would coalesce 

the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning 
principles.  • The site has an inherently rural aspect, it forms a green wedge bordering 

a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect 
would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would violate the 
council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and 

biodiversity of the county borough.  • This green wedge is the location of the Laleston 
Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, woodland and hedgerow 

system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network 
have been identified by historians as a pre-historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ 

way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong 
possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site.  • The proposed site is criss-

crossed by public rights of way which have been conscientiously maintained by the 
Community Council and which are highly valued by local people and visitors. 

Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the developer’s proposals 
for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the site transferring corridor 
maintenance costs onto the community.  • No evidence has been produced to show 

that the commercial benefits of building at this location would more than outweigh the 
loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be 
a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity.   • The loss of the rich and diverse 

flora and fauna of the woodland, fields and hedgerows is not justified by any 
commercial benefit from this development.  • This urbanisation would create an 

undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It would move 
the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. 

This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, Penyfai to the 
north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                    - The 

proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
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disingenuous.    a)  Undesirable, because this lane is already a popular walking and 
cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 

vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 
Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists along a lane that would require 

considerable upgrading and maintenance due to its current poor state for vehicular 
traffic and regular flooding throughout the winter months. Alternative vehicular 

movements would not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the 
unintended consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated.      b) 
Disingenuous, because no evidence has been put forward to argue for the closure of 
Llangewydd Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this 
closure is to eliminate Llangewydd Road as a 'natural' boundary for the development. 
Removing vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to 
future applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners 

would find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an 
initial development of a slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new 

settlement measured in hundreds to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face of it 

a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards.  - In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 
LDP.   In addition to the objection raised regarding traffic problems caused by this 

housing proposal, the modern practise being households having two or more vehicles 
for work reasons, school runs etc, this could amount to an additional 1,000 plus 

vehicles, causing more problems at access points for M4-A48, like town, Broadlands, 
Laleston, leading to more congestion and air pollution. 
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LDP Rep: 1479 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1479 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1479 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1479 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1479 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1479 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1479 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1479 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1479 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4167



1479 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1479 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1479 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1479 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1479 
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LDP Rep: 1480 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1480 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1480 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1480 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1480 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1480 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1480 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1480 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1480 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1480 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1480 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1480 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1480 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1480 
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LDP Rep: 1481 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1481 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1481 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1481 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1481 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1481 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1481 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1481 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1481 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1481 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1481 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1481 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1481 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1481 
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LDP Rep: 1482 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1482 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1482 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1482 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1482 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1482 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1482 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1482 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1482 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4176



1482 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1482 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1482 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1482 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID ISLAND FARM & LALESTON  What will 847 houses at Island Farm and 850 at 
Laleston mean ?  Can I suggest that members of your team come and stand on the 
pavement going west from Ewenny roundabout !  My husband a retired traffic officer 
with South Wales Police would be more than willing to meet with you at this venue 

and give his opinion on the manner of the driving etc.  You will be able at peak times 
to see the road rage including horn blowing, disgusting language an abuse to other 
drivers as they race from the roundabout battling to get in front of each other before 
the two lanes go into one just before the pedestrian crossing often unable to get into 
the other lane and jumping the RED LIGHTS at the crossing where children cross to 
get to and from school.  At the present moment it is almost impossible to access our 
driveways without dicing with death when slowing down to turn into our drives and as 
for trying to get out into the traffic at peak times i.e. between 8.30 and 9.30 or 4pm to 

5.30 pm.  How will we manage when vehicles from the 847 houses and 850 at 
Laleston converge onto the A48.  This will make us, as residents on the A48 near 
Ewenny Roundabout virtually impossible to get on with daily life.  The detrimental 

damage to various beauty spots off A48, and the air pollution to us residents is 
diabolical.  We already have filthy black only dust depositing on our outside 

windowsills and doors.    What will this do to our health both now and in the future. 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1482 
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LDP Rep: 1483 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1483 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1483 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1483 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1483 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1483 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1483 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1483 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1483 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4178



1483 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1483 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1483 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1483 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I / We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this 

location. An evidence-based case has not been made. The West of Bridgend area 
has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years. This is already a 

disproportionate amount. It would be bad planning to add a further 850 houses to this 
area. To make this delicate site profitable, even so-called “affordable” housing would 

be beyond the means of most young persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to 
support further development. The local comprehensive school, for example, has not 
yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The viability of further 
expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access 
constraints. Section 106 contributions from a developer would therefore be futile for 

this purpose. Sending children from the proposed site to other comprehensive schools 
would violate the local place making principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects 

of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been 
anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • Further along the A473, air quality testing in 

Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the county. 
Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates the sustainable development 

principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road traffic would also put further strain 
on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol y Nant, the traffic lights at 
Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for 

capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of Bryntirion and 
Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an inherently rural 

aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and a ward that 
is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. 
Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the 
natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green wedge is the 
location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 

woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd Road and its 
surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-historic 

ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), and a 
drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on site. • 
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The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 
conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1483 
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LDP Rep: 1484 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1484 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1484 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1484 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1484 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1484 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1484 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1484 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1484 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4181



1484 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1484 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1484 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1484 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID PLA3 - Land West of Bridgend  I Hilary Judith Davies fully support the objection to 
planning on the proposed site above mentioned.  I live on 26 High Street Laleston the 
road is a continually busy one and very hard to cross over the road to the local shop 
and post office.  School times are especially trying as parents park outside my house 
both sides of the lane which runs alongside my house making it very difficult to get on 

to the main road.  Sometimes when there is a problem on the M4 traffic is diverted 
through our village making the road a polluted highway and being an asthmatic this 
concerns me.  Already too much has been taken away from the surrounding area as 

far as I am concerned, Broadlands encroaches the village boundaries and is a 
bottleneck.  We need a green and pleasant outlook for our well being and good 

health.  Laleston is an agricultural village in origin and I much rather see cows and 
sheep in the field, just watching them has a calming effect on people and children can 
learn about animals just by seeing them on their doorstep.  We have already lost so 

many green fields, meadows, hedgerows, insects, birds and wildlife.  We also need to 
keep the surrounding land through the lanes from Bryntirion towards Llangewydd 
(where the animal pound is situated) and Penyfai as there are wonderful views 

looking towards Cefn from the lanes where once the monks travelled.  In the fields 
opposite the pounds there are yew trees where early Christians worshipped in open 

before the church was built.  There is so much history around, rare white violets grow 
along the lanes too.  I wish the National Trust could purchase the land and it would be 

kept in public domain for our grandchildren.  Wishful thinking I know, maybe Prince 
Charles can lend his advice too. 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1484 
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LDP Rep: 1486 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1486 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1486 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1486 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1486 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1486 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1486 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1486 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1486 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4183



1486 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1486 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1486 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1486 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 
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and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1486 
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LDP Rep: 1487 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1487 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1487 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1487 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1487 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1487 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1487 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1487 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1487 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4186



1487 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1487 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1487 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1487 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I was very shocked to read the above details, in a communication I received through 
my letterbox on Friday 16/July 2021. As a local resident, who lives near the A48, and 

therefore, would be impacted by such a proposal – I wish to register my strongest 
objection to such a development plan going ahead – and very strongly support all the 
concerns laid out in the said communication I received only last week! From Merthyr 

Mawr Community Council.   Added to which I/We have only been given approximately 
10 days – in which to make a reply to said plan.  I would have expected to have been 
made aware of such a large planned developmental change, in my local area some 

time ago!  Why wasn’t this information sent to all the residents of Bridgend Town ~ as 
these developments would have an impact on all the residents – and their amenities – 
and not only people who live locally to the A48?  Recently, I have been told that there 

has been some information on the INTERNERT – But one cannot assume that 
everyone uses the internet – I do not have a computer – But, I am a resident paying 
my Council TAX, and living and shopping in Bridgend. And I am sure, I am not the 
only person who does not use a computer, but does have a vested interest in what 
goes on in the area where I/we live.   Added to which, 2 also strongly support the 
concerns made over GP’s and Hospitals being under pressure, along with 2 of 3 

secondary schools in Bridgend being over full – As there was no indication of 
increasing these services.   I’m also very concerned with the increased traffic within 

the area and its effect on LOCAL Residents and the WILD LIFE Protected in the SINC 
Area.   I would very much appreciate a reply to my letter. 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1487 
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LDP Rep: 1488 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1488 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1488 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1488 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1488 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1488 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1488 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1488 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1488 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4188



1488 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1488 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1488 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1488 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: PLA3, LAND WEST OF BRIDGEND Locally known as the “Circus 
Field” (and surrounding) site Proposal for 850 houses, etc.  I / We hereby object to the 
above proposal, and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP, on the following 
grounds.  • Further housing is not necessary at this location. An evidence-based case 
has not been made. The West of Bridgend area has been the site of some 3000 new 

houses in recent years. This is already a disproportionate amount. It would be bad 
planning to add a further 850 houses to this area. To make this delicate site profitable, 

even so-called “affordable” housing would be beyond the means of most young 
persons. • Infrastructure is not in place to support further development. The local 

comprehensive school, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of 
the previous decade. The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive 

School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. Section 106 contributions from 
a developer would therefore be futile for this purpose. Sending children from the 

proposed site to other comprehensive schools would violate the local place making 
principles stated in the draft LDP. Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, 
drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly adequately addressed. • 

Further along the A473, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the 
most polluted locations in the county. Generating more traffic to use the A473 violates 

the sustainable development principles contained in the draft LDP. • Further road 
traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with  Elm Crescent and Heol 
y Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is 

already strained for capacity. • The site would coalesce the community boundaries of 
Bryntirion and Laleston, contrary to good planning principles. • The site has an 

inherently rural aspect, It forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, 
and a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the 
entire district. Urbanisation would violate the council’s objective of maintaining and 

enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the county borough. • This green 
wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, 

and is a field, woodland and hedgerow system with an historical heritage. Llangewydd 
Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified by historians as a pre-

historic ridgeway, a medieval pilgrims’ way, Ffordd y Gyfraith (“The Way of the Law”), 

1488 

4189



and a drovers’ road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on 
site. • The proposed site is criss-crossed by public rights of way which have been 

conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by 
local people and visitors. Urbanising them would create a miserable aspect, which the 
developer’s proposals for “corridors” would not mitigate. Developers would leave the 
site transferring corridor maintenance costs onto the community. • No evidence has 

been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. 
Overall, there would be a severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. • The loss 
of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland,  fields and hedgerows is not 
justified by any commercial benefit from this development. • This urbanisation would 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to south, north and west. It 
would move the built-up area’s  boundary, making further greenfield development 

difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, with Broadlands to the south, 
Penyfai to the north, and towards Pyle in the west.                                                                   

• The proposal to close Llangewydd Road to vehicular traffic is undesirable and 
disingenuous. o Undesirable because this lane is already a popular walking and 

cycling route, and vehicular traffic coexists without difficulty on this stretch. Alternative 
vehicle movements, along the lane north from the A473 at Crossways, towards the 

Old Church Field, as apparently recommended by the developer, would cause 
unacceptable conflict with walkers and cyclists. Alternative vehicle movements would 

not be equally convenient to any users of the lane network, and the unintended 
consequences could be severe. They have not been investigated. o Disingenuous, 
because no evidence has been put forward to argue for  the  closure of Llangewydd 

Road. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that a credible motive for this closure is to 
eliminate Llangewydd Road as a “natural” boundary for the development. Removing 

vehicular traffic removes this boundary and leaves the way wide open to future 
applications for further housing development towards Penyfai, which planners would 

find difficult to resist. This would repeat the experience of Broadlands, where an initial 
development of only slightly larger size than this proposal grew from a new settlement 
measured in hundreds of dwellings to one now numbered in thousands. The inclusion 
of the Old Church Field (north of Llangewydd Road) in the proposal, while on the face 
of it a philanthropic measure, could in reality be a further indication of an ambition to 
expand this development further northwards. • In a nutshell, this proposal puts the 
wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong location. A 
case is not made and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the 

LDP.  I fully support all of the above objections - children growing up today will miss 
out on playing on greenfields and the walks  in meadows and woods as we did.  Also 

the emergency services are having trouble getting through now without further 
congestion. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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LDP Rep: 573 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

573 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

573 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

573 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

573 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

573 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

573 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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573 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

573 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

573 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

573 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID In Appendix 5, P.17, Pr. “Land Ownership”, it is claimed that Llanmoor Development 
Co. Ltd. has “complete control over the whole land-holding”.  This raises questions. If 

these claims are true, why is the field “Cae’r Hen Eglwys” not included on the map 
within the development boundary? Is there an agreement with the owner of the field? 
Also, what exactly is meant when the text refers to the “wider site”?    In the absence 
of answers within the documentation, it is reasonable to conclude that the would-be 

developers have an eye on the future, and permission to build up to Llangewydd 
Road Lane would be followed by further applications, putting pressure on the planning 

system for permission to cross the road and develop onwards towards the railway 
main line, the motorway and village of Penyfai.   It is also reasonable to conclude that 

the removal of a “natural” boundary is the true motive for the proposal to 
“pedestrianise” a portion of Llangewydd Road. There are various vague references in 

the documentation to “future development”, and these can be taken to signal very 
clearly that there are longer term ambitions to put further housing to the north and 

west.  Testimony from residents confirms the presence of a rich stock of rural wildlife, 
for example: ancient trees including oaks; flora including orchids, meadow flowers, 

fungi, mosses, and a mix of hedgerow species which date the hedgerows in terms of 
hundreds of years. As for fauna, there are regular sightings of fox, rabbit, weasel, 

squirrel, dormouse, hedgehog, frog and toad. There are bats, and a variety of birds, 
including birds of prey.  Historical significance and archaeological potential are 

indicated by the following quotations:   “Llangewydd Lane and Penyfai Lane on the 
west are ridgeways or harrow ways, and therefore carry back their origins to 

prehistoric times”.   -  H.J.Randall: Bridgend, The Story of a Market Town, Johns, 
Newport, 1955.  “The fee of Llangewydd with its church passed from the Scurlage 
family to the monks of Margam before the end of the 12th Century.”  “In the early 

years of the 13th Century, Morgan ap Caradoc ap Iestyn, held the fee of Newcastle, 
Bridgend, and he and his heirs granted much land to Margam Abbey. Some of this 
land was sited in the Laleston-Llangewydd area”  (After the Act of Dissolution of the 
Monasteries of 1536) “no time was wasted in the disposal of abbey lands. Sir Rice 

Mansel of Gower acquired the lease of a fair sized portion, which included…coal pits 
at Cefn Cribwr, tithes in Penyfai, and the granges at Llangewydd”.  - A.L.Evans: 
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Margam Abbey, published by the author, Port Talbot, 1958.  “The monks of Margam 
acquired at considerable expense a long-term lease of a knight’s fee which lay close 
to the abbey, at Llangewydd….The monks, seeing the contract with the knight to be 

very profitable, secured a lease of the parish church and after an interval of time 
expelled the parishioners from their homes and razed the church to the ground”.  - Dr. 

Fred Cowley, Gerald of Wales and Margam Abbey, Margam Lectures, Friends of 
Margam Abbey, 1988.  “Ffordd y Gyfraith, the ‘Road of the Law’… this is how the 

officers of the Marcher Lords would have travelled to the Welsh uplands. It is also how 
pilgrims went to Llangynwyd… The Ffordd y Gyfraith crosses the main Bridgend road 
at the east end of Laleston village. In medieval times there was a wayside cross, or 
pilgrim’s marker standing here. You can still see the socketed base almost buried in 
the roadside verge.”  - Prof. Madeleine Gray, et.al., Laleston Stones Trail, pamphlet, 
Laleston Community Council and Bridgend County Borough Council, 2012.  “ The 

requirement for more homes is not necessary. Regarding the extensive 
archaeological landscape that would be affected by such a development, it can only 
be described as significant”  - Karl-James Langford, FSAScot, MLitt (Archaeology), 

PgDip (Archaeology and History), Fellow of the Society of Antiquarians. Author: 
Romans in South Wales, Archaeology Cymru Media, Barry, 2021.  Unbalanced 

development; pressure on infrastructure; alternatives.  At a recent meeting between 
Laleston Community Councillors and planning officers, it was estimated that roughly 

10,000 houses had been built in the county in recent years. Of those 10,000 over 
3000 had been built within a two mile radius of the site PLA 3 (locally known as the 

“Circus Field”). This is already a severe case of over-intensification.  All five of the so-
called “strategic sites” in the deposit plan are in the Bridgend constituency, none in 
the Ogmore constituency. Four of the five are south of the M4 (it is only the “sine 

wave” shape of the M4 at Pyle that puts one site just to its north).   The north-south 
imbalance occurs for alleged reasons which result from previous planning decisions, 

largely involving out-of-town shopping areas close to the M4.  The decisions that have 
made a motorway junction (J.36) a destination in its own right, thus contributing to the 
disrupting of north-south traffic flows, and apparently making the north of the county a 

no-go area for developers, are historic and cannot now be rectified without major 
expenditure from Welsh Government level. However, the imminent danger of further 

imbalance in the vicinity of Site PLA3 can be tackled at county level. This can be 
achieved by the simple method of deleting the site from the draft LDP.  Deletion would 

help BCBC to avoid violating its own place-making ambitions and policies.   Other 
correspondents will have commented at length about various infrastructure pressures. 

I will focus on just one.   We are used to hearing that Bryntirion Comprehensive 
School is full. We have instances of families living within yards of the school who must 

send their children elsewhere. Recent and current housing developments have 
created a need for further spaces as shown here.  Location                                                             

No. of houses Heol ty Maen (off Barnes Ave)                         200 Elm Crescent 
(former OCLP car park)                  5 Ysgol Bryn Castell, Phase 2                               
127 Sunnyside                                                             59 TOTAL                                                               

391  Using Welsh Government planning guidance this is estimated to create 93 
additional students on the school roll. BCBC estimates that, considering the utilisation 
rate for each teaching space, this will require a block of 6 additional classrooms, with 
additional services including toilets. A feasibility study is currently being carried out, 

and it must be stressed that planning permission is not a foregone conclusion. Neither 
is the outcome of a traffic assessment, which could quite possibly conclude that 
highway conditions approaching the school could not support this expansion.  In 
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summary therefore, the position is as follows:  Yes, the developer is incorporating a 
primary school on the proposed site, but where would secondary students go? The 

developer might be required to contribute to secondary places through a Section 106 
Agreement. But provision at Bryntirion has yet to catch up with housebuilding under 

the existing LDP, and there is at the time of writing no guarantee that even this can be 
achieved. To plan now for yet more housing in the same school catchment area for 

the next LDP is just bad planning, bordering on the irresponsible. If highway capacity, 
budgetary pressures, or other factors prevent further expansion at Bryntirion, then 

secondary students from PLA 3 would have to be directed to schools at other 
locations, at worst requiring statutory home-to-school transport, or at best within a 
lengthy walking distance that would violate central principles of the “Place Making 

Charter” to which BCBC is committed. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Alternatives: if not here, then where?  PLA3 is an example of a bad planning site, 
whereas PLA2 (Island Farm) is to be commended as a good planning site. It is largely 

a brownfield site, with conservation areas, and a listed building (Hut 9) which will of 
course be protected. There is a secondary school nearby with capacity for expansion. 
Good active travel links to the town centre are already becoming available, and there 

is excellent potential for more, utilising attractive routes across Newbridge Fields, 
which could include a riverside walk. Land for A48 improvements has been protected 
and there would be Section 106 provision for road widening and junction upgrades.  

There is even long-term potential fairly close by (not mentioned in the plan) for a new 
metro station on the VoG Railway. The plan includes a primary school, and a new 
campus for Heronsbridge School, and there is a declared council ambition that this 

would become recognised as the best special secondary school in Wales.   Not 
mentioned in the plan is the fact that relocating Heronsbridge would create a vacated 
brownfield site with potential for housing at Ewenny Road. Immediately next door, at 
Cowbridge Road, another brownfield housing site, again not mentioned in the draft 
plan, is due to be created by the council-college joint project to relocate Bridgend 

College to what would be a council owned town centre site, at Cheapside. I therefore 
propose that PLA3 is deleted from the draft document and replaced by a housing 
allocation at a combined brownfield site at Ewenny Road and Cowbridge Road, 

consisting of high-quality town housing including social and affordable allocations. 
This could focus on the smaller dwellings that are identified as a shortage on P. 29, 
Pr. LS11, and this would be more appropriately matched to identified needs than the 
PLA3 proposal.   Overall, these amendments to the development plan would serve to 

enhance council ambitions for the town centre, while saving green open space at 
Bryntirion/ Laleston for future generations, redistributing demand for school places to 
match supply more closely, prioritise brownfield over greenfield, development, and 
support conservation and biodiversity.   Deleting PLA3 would align the LDP more 
closely with the environmental issues identified on P.27-29, in particular: LS1 – 

important landscapes LS2 – historic environment LS6 – areas with known poor air 
quality (the A473 at Park Streer) LS7 – highway network congestion (Bryngolau, 

Merlin Crescent, Broadlands       A473 traffic lights, Broadlands A48 roundabout, Heol 
y Nant) LS10 – shortfall in affordable housing LS 11 – shortage in the provision of 

smaller dwellings LS14 – accessible natural open space.  In a nutshell, deleting PLA 3 
would help provide the right type of housing in the right places instead of the wrong 

type of housing in the wrong place. 
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LDP Rep: 1489 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1489 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1489 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1489 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1489 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1489 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1489 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1489 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1489 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1489 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1489 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1489 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1489 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID We write to oppose any new housing development on the greenfield land between 
Bryntirion and Laleston. We reside in Laleston and have done for the last 28 years. 
We have been proud of the village concept we experience in Laleston and object to 

urbanisation with the proposed infill of green land. Furthermore the drastic impact 850 
homes would have upon health service provision, both primary and secondary care, 
dental services & schooling both primary and secondary level. Bridgend town centre 
is already chaos and a further 850 homes would merely add to the community strains 
Bridgend unfortunately has become. One of our household is a medical practitioner 
and can see the dangerously stretched services we already had pre-pandemic and 
further housing with potentially ~2500 more residents would be unsustainable with 
current expansion already east & north of Bridgend.  We whole heartedly reject the 
proposal to build 850 homes on the proposed site between Bryntirion and Laleston. 

1489 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1489 
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LDP Rep: 1490 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID The ultimate test of the soundness of the LDP rests with it's compatibility with it's 
visions and objectives. Below are excerpts of the visions and objectives for the future 

of Porthcawl. C.Cavill is of the opinion that BCBC's intention to build in excess of 
1,1115 dwellings within Porthcawl will not encourage tourism neither will it achieve the 

overarching aspiration to create a premier seasisde resort of significance. Most 
tourists to Porthcawl arrive by cars via junction 37 off rhe M4 and use Salt Lake as a 
car park which currently holds over 1000 cars. The loss of Salt Lake as a car park will 
deter visitors to Porthcawl, as they will be unable to park and will find it easier to just 
travel to the next M4 junction and enjoy Aberavon. The concept of using the lack of 

car parking as a deterrent for people using cars to travel is admirable, but ill 
conceived and does not take into consideration the rapid move away from using fossil 

fuels to power cars, the future will see electric and hydrogen cells powering cars 
which will still need a place to park. The majority of employment in Porthcawl is 

tourism related, the draft LDP will only provide 40 jobs at the proposed Aldi store. 
Urbanisation by building in excess of 1,115 dwellings will not increase tourism and 

therefore not increase employment.  Vision and Objectives relating to Porthcawl NR3 
Porthcawl, in it's pivotal position on the Swansea Bay waterfront, should maintain and 

enhance it's role as a vibrant and distinctive tourism and leisure destination.  LS16 
The Porthcawl Waterfront Regeneration Site will need to be delivered to revitalise the 
town as a premier seaside resort.  OBJ 1d - To realise the potential of Porthcawl as a 

premier seaside and tourist destination by prioritising the regeneration of it's 
waterfront and investing in key infrastructure. This will also improve the attractiveness 

of the town as a place to live and work, whilst enhancing the vibrancy of the Town 
Centre.  Porthcawl 4.3.13 The key to the areas success is to balance the nature of the 

development proposed with the interests of tourism and that of the environment. 
PLA1: Porthcawl Waterfront, 1,115 residential units. Porthcawl Town Centre 5.4.50 
Porthcawl has been the focus of long-established plans for tourism-led regeneration 

focused along the waterfront. Tourism - 5.4.127 Future Wales emphasises the 
importance of tourism as part of the foundational economy. A key objective of the 

Welsh National Marine Plan is to 'recognise the significant value of coastal tourism 
and recreation to the Welsh economy and well-being and ensure activity and potential 

for future growth are appropriately safeguarded.' 1. To produce high quality 
sustainable places. 1c. To realise the potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and 

tourist destination which capitalises on the regeneration of the waterfront. 1.19 
Porthcawl Regeneration Area COM 1(25) - This 48 hectare brownfield waterfront site 
provides a significant opportunity through comprehensive regeneration to transform 
Porthcawl into a premier seaside resort. 4.16 Porthcawl has been the focus of long-

established plans for tourism-led regeneration focused along the waterfront. 
Porthcawl benefits from primary road connections to the wider strategic road network 

(M4). 3. Vision and Objectives - Regeneration led growth will also be channelled 
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towards Porthcawl through redevelopment of its waterfront to capitalise on the town's 
role as a premier seaside and tourist destination. 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1490 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1490 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1490 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1490 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1490 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1490 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1490 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1490 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1490 
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11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1490 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1490 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1490 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Several key issues and drivers of the Replacement LDP (Notably NR3 and LS16) 
highlight the importance of maintaining and enhancing Porthcawl's role as a vibrant 

and distinctive tourism and destination through re-developing the waterfront 
regeneration area and capitalising on its pivotal position on the Swansea Bay 

waterfront. I strongly object to the removal of the green wedge policy as it is protection 
against urban sprawl.  "Proposed Green Wedges The Replacement LDP will not 

feature a Green Wedge policy, therefore proposals for green wedges will not be taken 
forward (See Green Wedge Review Background Paper). Site Area (Ha) Candidate 
Site ref No. Settlement Hierachy Category Proposed Use of the Site Dan-y-Graig 

Avenue (Land East of) 5.21 182.C1 Porthcawl Newton Green Wedge.  This referral to 
the Maritime Centre should be removed as it is no longer viable.  4.25 Some 

substantial improvements to Porthcawl's waterfront leisure offer have already been 
delivered or received planning approval..... the Porthcawl Maritime Centre was 

approved in November 2018 and will provide and will include a coastal science and 
discovery centre, cafe, wine bar, roof terrace and microbrewery.  I, Cllr Brian Jones 
reject the draft Replacement LDP in relation to the development of Porthcawl as the 
outcome will not deliver the overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside resort 

of regional significance. 
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LDP Rep: 671 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

671 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

671 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

671 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

671 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

671 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

671 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

671 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

671 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4200



671 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

671 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

671 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

671 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Island Farm Proposal I have objected to the housing development on the Island farm 
site as I believe the site would be more beneficial to the Historic town of Bridgend if it 
were to be developed into a tourist centre. The site is ideally situated to house a long 
needed museum containing the history of the area and South Wales along side Hut 9 
with the story of the Great Escape. Hut 9 type buildings could be erected with modern 

interiors for the sale of  gifts, clothing, food products, a Cafe, military ware, 
memorabilia etc. Together with re-enactments and officials dressed in period costume 
and vehicles of the period on display civilian and military. These buildings could also 
be fitted out to provide  'The GREAT ESCAPE'  Holiday accommodation experience.  
There could be a Period bus service to the town opening up other areas of historical 
interest. There is much more that could be added to this to make it one if not the best 

holiday experience in Wales if not the UK. Bridgend if full of history and expanding 
tourism is a way forward for the town, by creating this project as only Bridgend can as 
the history of the Great Escape is on it’s doorstep. People would want to experience 
the Prisoner of War site first hand, What a talking point! It would put Bridgend on the 

map as a Major place to visit in Wales if not the UK.  If houses are built on the site this 
Great opportunity will be lost forever. 

671 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

671 
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 27 July 2021 07:48

To: ldp

Subject: FW: Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33

Categories: HML

From:   
Sent: 27 July 2021 07:32 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 

Bridgend LDP Review 2018-33 
Rebuttal to Allocation Of COM1 (2) and PLA 2 - Housing and Growth Allocations, South of A48 
Bridgend 
Para 1.1.2 of the Deposit Consultation Document (DCD) states that the LDP is required to 
produce outputs including: 
‘· maximising well-being and creating sustainable places through placemaking; 
· reflect local aspirations for the County Borough, based on a vision agreed by the Council and 
other stakeholders; 
· provide a basis for rational and consistent development management decisions;  
· guide growth and change, while protecting local diversity, character, and sensitive environments; 
and 
· ensure the social and economic resilience of settlements and their ability to adapt to change over 
the long term. 
It is argued that the allocation of substantial areas of green field land south of the A48 that have 
previously received long term protection from previous Council administrations and Planning 
Inspectors would not meet the objectives set by the Council and Welsh Government for high 
quality place making. The environment south of the A48 has long been viewed as an area of 
restraint due to its high landscape and ecological value and as part of a holistic view of protection 
of the environs of the nationally important Merthyr Mawr village and National Nature Reserve. 
In particular the impact that such large scale housing allocations will have on the highway 
infrastructure of the area would be significantly detrimental. In terms of the LDP promotion of 
Active Travel, the A48 would remain a dangerous obstacle to walking and cycling routes to 
facilities in Bridgend which would result in housing being orphaned on the ‘wrong side’ of this 
major transport corridor. This will be the case particularly for the proposed Craig Y Parcau houses 
under COM1 that are allocated as a stand alone isolated housing allocation, seemingly having no 
justification other than a house once stood there. 
The proposal does not command local support. A previous attempt to promote large scale 
development in this location was overturned in the previous LDP. It is the case that this area does 
not posse the environmental capacity to promote such large scale housing development and the 
strategic planning response should be for management and maintenance of the area for low key 
countryside management as with other protected areas in the County Borough. As stated in the 

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
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Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
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objectives to the LDP Review, the proposals should protect local diversity, character and sensitive 
environments. The current proposals would produce the opposite impact for current and future 
generations. 
In short the strategic allocations would fail to meet the objectives of sustainable development and 
would frustrate the opportunities of future generations to enjoy and benefit from the natural 
environment surrounding Bridgend in the way that previous generations have been allowed to. 
The LDP Vision to 2033 is stated as: 
‘Since the turn of the millennium, Bridgend and the wider County Borough has been on a journey 
to expand access to key services, enhance physical environmental quality and improve quality of 
life for residents, workers and visitors. This transformation will continue throughout the LDP 
period, resulting in the continued development of a safe, healthy and inclusive network of 
communities that connect more widely with the regions to enable sustainable economic growth.’ 
It is contended that the large scale allocation of housing and growth areas south of the A48 will 
not help the County Borough and its residents meet this vision. In fact, it is argued that creating 
isolated housing estates on high environmental quality land in accessible walking/cycling locations 
will prevent achievement of the vision. The development would not be able to meet the vision of 
‘safe, healthy and inclusive’. 
The development of such a large scale nearly 50 ha development at PLA2 will irrevocably change 
the whole character of the southern area of Bridgend and detrimentally impact on areas of high 
quality landscape that are recognised in LANDMAP designations and protection via previous LDP 
policies. 
In conclusion, the proposed Island Farm PLA2 and COM 1 Craig Y Parcau Strategic Growth and 
Housing Allocations would: 
• fail to command community support; 
• would deny future generations the opportunity to enjoy green infrastructure and biodiversity 
south of the A48; 
• would not allow for active travel given the extensive and dangerous barrier of the A48 and would 
clog up existing rural lanes; 
• frustrate the aims of producing sustainable development in the County Borough. 

Best Regards 
 

   
 

 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.
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LDP Rep: 1491 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1491 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1491 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1491 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1491 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1491 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1491 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1491 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1491 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1491 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1491 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1491 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1491 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID PLA 3 – Land West of Bridgend – Proposal for some 850 houses etc.  We object to 
this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP on the following 

grounds.  1 = The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields 
and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  2 = 

Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its already busy and clogged up 
roads.  (Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 vehicles, total would be an extra 
1275 vehicles at least), such an increase would put further traffic on the A473 junction 

with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity.  3 = Overload to our local NHS 

Services eg Doctors and Dentists.  (These always seem so busy at present it is 
difficult to obtain an appointment).  4 = This development would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston which is NOT in the best interests of 
the local people.  Also it would be contrary to the current Planning principles.  5 = 
Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. (What this etc will be is not clear) would 

swamp the village of Laleston with its individual character and separateness in 
Bridgend County.  6 = This proposal is criss-crossed by Public Rights of Way which 

are used and valued by local people.  These ancient rights of way would be lost 
forever.  7 = Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified 

by historians as a pre-historic ridgew-way, a medieval pilgrims way and a drovers 
road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on the site.  8 = 
This very large (some 850 dwellings etc ?) development is not necessary in this area 
of the west side of Bridgend.  This part of Bridgend has had some 3000 new houses 
added over recent years.  This is already a disproportionate amount for the area.  It 

would surely be unfair and poor planning to add such a large number of houses to this 
area.  Even with a proposed portion of houses being so called “affordable housing” 

even these would be beyond the means of most young people of today.  9 = 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  For example the local 

Comprehensive School, has not yet caught up with the house building of the previous 
decade.  The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints.  Section 106 contributions from a developer 

1491 
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would therefore be futile for this purpose.  Other aspects of infrastructure including 
sewer drainage, NHS services etc., have not been adequately addressed. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1491 
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LDP Rep: 1492 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1492 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1492 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1492 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1492 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1492 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1492 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1492 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1492 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4209



1492 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1492 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1492 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1492 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID PLA 3 – Land West of Bridgend – Proposal for some 850 houses etc.  We object to 
this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP on the following 

grounds.  1 = The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields 
and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  2 = 

Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its already busy and clogged up 
roads.  (Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 vehicles, total would be an extra 
1275 vehicles at least), such an increase would put further traffic on the A473 junction 

with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity.  3 = Overload to our local NHS 

Services eg Doctors and Dentists.  (These always seem so busy at present it is 
difficult to obtain an appointment).  4 = This development would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston which is NOT in the best interests of 
the local people.  Also it would be contrary to the current Planning principles.  5 = 
Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. (What this etc will be is not clear) would 

swamp the village of Laleston with its individual character and separateness in 
Bridgend County.  6 = This proposal is criss-crossed by Public Rights of Way which 

are used and valued by local people.  These ancient rights of way would be lost 
forever.  7 = Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified 

by historians as a pre-historic ridgew-way, a medieval pilgrims way and a drovers 
road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on the site.  8 = 
This very large (some 850 dwellings etc ?) development is not necessary in this area 
of the west side of Bridgend.  This part of Bridgend has had some 3000 new houses 
added over recent years.  This is already a disproportionate amount for the area.  It 

would surely be unfair and poor planning to add such a large number of houses to this 
area.  Even with a proposed portion of houses being so called “affordable housing” 

even these would be beyond the means of most young people of today.  9 = 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  For example the local 

Comprehensive School, has not yet caught up with the house building of the previous 
decade.  The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints.  Section 106 contributions from a developer 

1492 

4210



would therefore be futile for this purpose.  Other aspects of infrastructure including 
sewer drainage, NHS services etc., have not been adequately addressed. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1492 
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LDP Rep: 1493 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1493 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1493 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1493 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1493 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1493 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1493 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1493 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1493 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4212



1493 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1493 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1493 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1493 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID PLA 3 – Land West of Bridgend – Proposal for some 850 houses etc.  We object to 
this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP on the following 

grounds.  1 = The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields 
and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  2 = 

Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its already busy and clogged up 
roads.  (Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 vehicles, total would be an extra 
1275 vehicles at least), such an increase would put further traffic on the A473 junction 

with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity.  3 = Overload to our local NHS 

Services eg Doctors and Dentists.  (These always seem so busy at present it is 
difficult to obtain an appointment).  4 = This development would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston which is NOT in the best interests of 
the local people.  Also it would be contrary to the current Planning principles.  5 = 
Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. (What this etc will be is not clear) would 

swamp the village of Laleston with its individual character and separateness in 
Bridgend County.  6 = This proposal is criss-crossed by Public Rights of Way which 

are used and valued by local people.  These ancient rights of way would be lost 
forever.  7 = Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified 

by historians as a pre-historic ridgew-way, a medieval pilgrims way and a drovers 
road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on the site.  8 = 
This very large (some 850 dwellings etc ?) development is not necessary in this area 
of the west side of Bridgend.  This part of Bridgend has had some 3000 new houses 
added over recent years.  This is already a disproportionate amount for the area.  It 

would surely be unfair and poor planning to add such a large number of houses to this 
area.  Even with a proposed portion of houses being so called “affordable housing” 

even these would be beyond the means of most young people of today.  9 = 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  For example the local 

Comprehensive School, has not yet caught up with the house building of the previous 
decade.  The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints.  Section 106 contributions from a developer 

1493 
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would therefore be futile for this purpose.  Other aspects of infrastructure including 
sewer drainage, NHS services etc., have not been adequately addressed. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1493 
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LDP Rep: 1494 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1494 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1494 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1494 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1494 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1494 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1494 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1494 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1494 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4215



1494 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1494 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1494 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1494 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID PLA 3 – Land West of Bridgend – Proposal for some 850 houses etc.  We object to 
this proposal and ask for this site to be deleted from the final LDP on the following 

grounds.  1 = The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, fields 
and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development.  2 = 

Overload to the existing local infrastructure with its already busy and clogged up 
roads.  (Assuming each house has approximately 1.5 vehicles, total would be an extra 
1275 vehicles at least), such an increase would put further traffic on the A473 junction 

with Elm Crescent and Heol Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau and the A48 
Broadlands roundabout already strained to capacity.  3 = Overload to our local NHS 

Services eg Doctors and Dentists.  (These always seem so busy at present it is 
difficult to obtain an appointment).  4 = This development would coalesce the 

community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston which is NOT in the best interests of 
the local people.  Also it would be contrary to the current Planning principles.  5 = 
Such a scheme of some 850 houses etc. (What this etc will be is not clear) would 

swamp the village of Laleston with its individual character and separateness in 
Bridgend County.  6 = This proposal is criss-crossed by Public Rights of Way which 

are used and valued by local people.  These ancient rights of way would be lost 
forever.  7 = Llangewydd Road and its surrounding lane network have been identified 

by historians as a pre-historic ridgew-way, a medieval pilgrims way and a drovers 
road.  There is a strong possibility of Roman and Celtic archaeology on the site.  8 = 
This very large (some 850 dwellings etc ?) development is not necessary in this area 
of the west side of Bridgend.  This part of Bridgend has had some 3000 new houses 
added over recent years.  This is already a disproportionate amount for the area.  It 

would surely be unfair and poor planning to add such a large number of houses to this 
area.  Even with a proposed portion of houses being so called “affordable housing” 

even these would be beyond the means of most young people of today.  9 = 
Infrastructure is not in place to support further development.  For example the local 

Comprehensive School, has not yet caught up with the house building of the previous 
decade.  The viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very 
doubtful due to road access constraints.  Section 106 contributions from a developer 

1494 
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would therefore be futile for this purpose.  Other aspects of infrastructure including 
sewer drainage, NHS services etc., have not been adequately addressed. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1494 
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LDP Rep: 1495 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1495 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1495 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1495 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1495 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1495 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1495 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1495 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1495 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4218



1495 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1495 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1495 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1495 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID My wife and I have recently been informed of your intended proposals for the building 
of more houses in the Bridgend area, namely 847 houses on Island Farm and 110 
houses at Craig y Parcau, South of Broadlands Roundabout and are against and 

mortified to hear of these proposals. I am sure that you have thoroughly investigated 
the practicalities of such a scheme, but what about the impracticalities.  Let us 

examine the traffic situation. I assume that the people who will live in these houses 
will as is usual in these days will have two cars – 957 houses with 1914 cars – and a 

single exit from Island Farm – there will be traffic queues back to the Ewenny 
potteries – back to the Tesco roundabout and then back to the Waterton roundabout 

and the congestion of Ewenny roundabout and Broadland roundabout will be 
immense. People will use the Dipping Bridge road to avoid this congestion and how 

long is this lovely historical bridge going to last with the thumping and rumble of 
constant traffic.  Safety should be in the minds of the Consultation Team with regards 
to these proposals. How many people and children cross the A48 to go to school or 
go down to Merthyr Mawr? Fatalities have occurred in the past. What of the cyclists, 
those riders and pedestrians who constantly use this road, are they going to be safe 

after these house are built? Mention of Merthyr Mawr brings us to the jewel in the 
crown of Bridgend. The council has surrounded the town Coity to the North, Brackla to 

the East, and Broadlands to the West with houses, now it intends to close the circle 
with houses to the South of the town, the most lovely part of Bridgend’s countryside 
and natural environment. It is proposed to keep the majority of the SINC and Hut 9 – 
should this are lose its status as a SINC site – what will happen then? One notes that 
a Tennis Academy is proposed for the site. Why is there a Tennis Academy needed 
when there is an excellent tennis club already in the town? Mentioning the town, one 
is saddened to its deterioration shops closing and the lack of attention given to it. A 

friend who lived here all his life described it as a lovely town in its bye gone days and 
the natural centre for all the surrounding valleys where has that town gone I wonder? 
At present it simply cannot cope – 2 of the 3 secondary schools in Bridgend full, GPs 

and hospitals under pressure. How can the authority build more houses when the 
town cannot accommodate them as it is to become a dormitory town for Cardiff and 
the M4 corridor? My wife and I are totally opposed to these proposals and hope that 

1495 
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the consultation team will examine them carefully and come to the conclusion that 
enough is enough. There are more than enough houses in Bridgend already and 

bearing in mind that environmental and climate changes are in most people’s minds 
these days these proposals for more houses would add to our present environmental 

and climate change problems should not be sanctioned and should be rejected. 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1495 
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LDP Rep: 1497 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1497 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1497 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1497 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1497 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1497 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1497 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1497 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1497 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1497 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1497 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1497 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1497 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1497 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID I / We hereby object to any further development along the Llynfi Valley and 
surrounding area and ask for BCBC to consider the potential direct and indirect 

impact these developments would have on the Tondu and Aberkenfig area, which 
form part of the Valleys Gateway and believe more local consultation is required on 
these issues.  - I/We believe any proposed significant residential developments in 

Maesteg and Llangwynwyd would have a significant effect on an area which BCBC 
has within the LDP already acknowledged, has major capacity issues when looking at 
the access to the M4 corridor at J36. - The LDP states – ‘unspecified improvements to 

the A4063 between Tondu and Maesteg’ – this suggests that BCBC recognises this 
road is at capacity but has no idea how to resolve it. The extra volume of HGV traffic 
from WEPA when their expansion is complete, along with further developments along 
the route, will punish the homeowners in both Tondu and Coytrahen with excessive 

noise and air pollution.  - Whilst pleased to see that the LDP acknowledged that there 
are capacity issues which would constrain further significant residential development, 
we are concerned the LDP lacks insufficient plans for affordable housing and that the 

targets set are far too low and that the suggestion that S106 will deliver social and 
affordable housing is unrealistic.  - I/We feel a lack of consideration has been given to 
the provision of medical facilities. At present there is already 2-3 week waiting period 

for a call back from most local surgeries. The electorate will not accept that this is 
dismissed as out of BCBC authority. We want to see and take confidence that these 
concerns are being address or are BCBC prepared for the backlash when surgeries 

reach capacity? - More housing means an increase in noise and air pollution, the LDP 
shows a lack of attention to the impact these developments will have! This leads us to 
question how this LDP fits with BCBC’s promotion of improving the environment and 
people’s health and well-being? - I/We consider policies over green spaces and play 

areas should be strengthened to ensure more of them and better access to walk/cycle 
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routes and more investment in public transport! - We must raise concerns about the 
significant residential development planned near PYLE (estimated 2000+ homes) and 
whether they are needed. The growth strategy in the Deposit Consultation document 
states that with an expected population growth of 500, 505 new homes are required. 

However, we consider this statement is not evidence based and simply speculative.  - 
Sites for housing should be revised in light of the pandemic as the likelihood is that 
fewer people will be regularly commuting to the town centre offices post pandemic. 

This will lead to more empty office space and the LDP should focus on converting this 
to housing and arts/cultural/hospitality to create a vibrant town centre. - Targets for 
affordable housing are far too low – all the evidence suggest relying on S106 is not 

delivering affordable or social housing. 
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LDP Rep: 1498 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Whilst everyone has the right to somewhere to live, this does not need to be attained 
by the blighting of existing communities and greenspace by what amounts to the 

creation of a new-build dormitory town-on-sea 
1498 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Porthcawl does not need growth. It is the perfect size for a thriving community. There 
are other towns in the country that need this investment more than us. 1498 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID The only spatial strategy planned for Porthcawl it appears is housing, a supermarket 
and a school. This will not 'capitalise on the towns role as a premier seaside 

destination' but reduce its attractiveness to visitors. They will go to Aberavon and 
Barry, which have actual seaside leisure facilities. 

1498 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID I cant find anything in the massive jargon-ridden, buzzword-tastic document that 
specifies that housing will be built using ecologically safe and traditional design. It will 
end up more Wimpey-esque breezeblock rabbit hutches which are, inevitably prone to 

flooding in 10-20 years time, whereas natural land absorbs floods. 

1498 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Fine words, no substance. 

1498 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID An Aldi and a school will not answer the employment needs of thousands of new 
residents, it will be commuter central. 1498 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID An Aldi on the seafront is tragic. There could be so many amazing visitor attracting 
leisure facilities there, including park for children, pump track, tree plantation, circus 

field etc, it's so short sighted! 
1498 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 
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ID Stormy Down is a great start. Providing subsidies for residents to fit solar panels and 
retrofit heat pumps/insulation and water storage would be progressive. As would 

natural relict dune conservation such as recycling Christmas trees onto Sandy Bay 
dunes to improve them (various schemes in West Wales have been successful). 

1498 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Please retain and enhance our essential green spaces. Do not build on wildlife 
habitats in Sandy Bay (hares, larks, bumble bees, lizards, rare flowers) which are 
vulnerable. And do not allow the town to begin to sprawl over into zig zag lane. 

Greenspaces are more important than 'progress and growth' as we depend on them 
for our existence whether you like it or not. 

1498 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID There is so much in the document that it is overwhelming so I am concentrating on my 
own area. 1498 

 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Please see my previous comments RE waterfront park and ride. Do you really think 
families are going to bus it with all their beach gear when they can just drive to 

Aberavon or Barry instead? Really? Do you think that's honestly a go'er do you? 
Okay. Right 

1498 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID - 

1498 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Again do not encroach on essential and beyond monetary value greenspaces. It is 
counter productive. 1498 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID This is a short-sighted, waffly and ominous sounding plan. It has been largely dumped 
on the community in a manner that makes it A) difficult to access, full of buzzwords 

and practically hidden to people without internet access who are unaware of this 
HUGE THING that you planned for this town. The document is presented in such a 
way that it us a lot of work to read through and confuses lay people. B) Creates a 

great deal of disquiet and actual fear in those who have been able to access it, as it 
makes us feel we have no control as a community over the future of our beloved 

town. Green spaces must be conserved at any cost. This is imperative. As is 
Porthcawl's key function as a visitor attraction which is referred to continuously in the 
report, whilst also being threatened with what amounts to a wholesale transformation 

to a huge housing estate. Please do not cover our green land with housing. 

1498 
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LDP Rep: 1499 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID 1. The pandemic has highlighted the need for open space close to where people live - 
irrespective of whether that space is greenfield or brownfield.  2. Climate change is 
causing a rapid rise in sea level, and development close to the sea will have to be 

more carefully considered. 3. Wildlife loss in the UK has been massive and there is a 
desperate need for more active conservation measures including provision for broad 

green corridors and a comprehensive nature recovery network. 

1499 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID To achieve 'CARM' requires the protection of the overall environment and its active 
enhancement. 1499 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Just because an area is 'brownfield', doesn't mean that it should all be developed. 
Brownfield sites can harbour a wealth of fauna and flora which has been undisturbed 

for many years. A brownfield area which has lain unused for many years can be a 
valuable recreational resource. Also just because the Council owns areas of land 

which have potential for development, doesn't mean that all the land has to be 
covered in houses for example. 

1499 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID The recent NRW report on the State of Natural Resources (January 2021) highlights 
the need for setting aside more space for nature. 1499 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Quality of life is enhanced by the provision of adequate amenity space. For example, 
the Porthcalw Regeneration Area falls short in terms of the allocation of open space. 1499 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Town Centres may have to include a broader range of employment opportunities as 
the nature of retailing changes. 1499 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Open space will be a key feature of town centres of the future. 

1499 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID Parc Stormy provides an excellent example of renewable energy technologies. 

1499 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Just because a site is identified as being 'brownfield' doesn't mean that it is without 
value - it may be better than a greenfield site in terms of biodiversity. 1499 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID No 

1499 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID The number of residential units proposed for Salt Lake and Sandy Bay is far too 
many. There should be a broad green corridor from Trecco Bay to the town centre 

with provision for nature, walking and cycling. It would ink Newton with the town 
centre and go through Sandy Bay, the former Dinosaur Park, the back of the 

fairground, Griffin Park and Salt Lake. A key part of this work will be an extensive 
environmental appraisal. In terms of transport links, there is a need for real time 

information at bus stops so that passengers have a better idea of connection times 
with Bridgend station for example. 

1499 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID No 

1499 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID No 

1499 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Not at this stage, other than many residents are unaware of the consultation process 
taking place. 1499 
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LDP Rep: 1500 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1500 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1500 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1500 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1500 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1500 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1500 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Yes there are too many houses in Porthcawl and not enough parking spaces. 

1500 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1500 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1500 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1500 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1500 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1500 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1500 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The ultimate test of the soundness of the LDP rests with its compatibility with its vision 
and objectives. Below are excerpts of the vision and objectives for the future of 

Porthcawl. Kath Norris is of the opinion that BCBC intention to build in excess of 
1,115 dwellings within Porthcawl will not encourage tourism neither. Will it achieve the 

overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside resort of regional significance. 
Most tourists to Porthcawl arrive by car via Junction 37 off the M4 and use Salt Lake 

as a car park which currently holds over 1000 cars. The loss of Salt Lake as a car 
park will deter visitors to Porthcawl as they will be unable to park and will find it easier 

to just travel to the next M4 Junction and enjoy Aberavon. 

1500 
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LDP Rep: 1501 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID We do not see how your 'strategic objectives' are met and will expand on this on 
additional sheets. Do we take it that objective 1 in bold is more important than 4? 

Surely these go hand in hand? 
1501 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID The provision of housing does not necessarily mean you retain the the 'spend £' or 
workforce within that area, Bridgend may simply be a satellite for Cardiff/Swansea 
industry. How are you going to stop older people purchasing homes? 30% social 

houses surely suggests less skilled households. Therefore you are only encouraging 
population, NOT economic growth. Where is the strategy for industry and start up 

business growth? 

1501 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID No explanation is this of how spatial strategy will be realised - with reference to 
Porthcawl. What is the strategy for schools? doctors? road provision, parking, leisure?  
A mention of 4 extra junior school classrooms and a 1 form Welsh junior school is the 

only nod to any forward provision of needs of additional residents. BCBC is not 
currently fulfilling needs of existing community! Transport hub from Pule is nonsense. 

1501 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Porthcawl residents both current & future need leisure + sport facilities, there is no 
direct provision for this. Desirable residential locations build & enhance natural 

features, in order to attract the 'skilled workforce' + tourists you seek you need to 
make the town + environs attractive to all - young + old alike. 

1501 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID O.K. - how to you plan to provide or enforce provision any of these ideals once 
developers get access to land - at what point do we get educational school & doctors - 

house 7 or 100? How are you protecting the dune and model village environment, 
once a tree is cut it cannot be re-placed - similar with re-wilded dunes. 

1501 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Skilled workforce - are you vetting peoples qualifications, age, disability etc to assess 
skill level? People are mobile, will they not be allowed to leave Bridgend area for 

work? How exactly are you going to attract industry 
1501 
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Do you consider Bridgend a thriving town since the out of town development at 'The 
Pines' it is a sad shadow of its former self. Bridgend currently & Porthcawl if 

development goes ahead have / will have such poor parking provision that people will 
just not bother to use it. Grants + rates need to encourage small, new & established 

business to stay in towns. 

1501 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID Very important new housing built to highest environmental standard with view to 
carbon production and water management both Salt Lake (home is a clue) & Sandy 
Bay! Provide considerable challenge + cost implication to any developer on this front 

the last thing we want is another block of unsafe flats on the seafront of Porthcawl like 
Dunraven Court. 

1501 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID Important to look to future needs for environmental standards & enhance and inform 
history etc. 1501 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1501 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Hub to serve Porthcawl via Pyle is a non starter. Porthcawl needs primarily public 
open space, community facilities, leisure, tourism and to a lesser extent housing. 
Accepting that developing existing brownfield sites so that green fields will not be 
developed is the lesser of 2 evils. If it is to go ahead then it is highly important that 

needs of existing and new residents are taking into account, housing is not the 
primary objective of the development and it is carefully managed + balanced with the 

other equally if not more important issues. 

1501 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1501 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1501 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Type of representee - why? Is one persons viewpoint more valid? 

1501 
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LDP Rep: 1502 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Since this plan is to "regenerate" Porthcawl i do not understand why the building of an 
additional 1115 homes meets this objective. A new superstore? What effect on local 
businesses? A new Welsh medium school? What is the effect on existing facilities - 

sewerage, parking - both local & visitors? It appears this plan is to help the developers 
bottom line and has little to do with Porthcawl's Regeneration 

1502 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Your argument is specious in so far as it does nothing to provide na EXTRA 500 job 
opportunities. Where are these jobs? Certainly not in the town. The Council 

investment strategy appears to centre around retail developments. You have not 
given any evidence of new, high-quality jobs either in the Borough or specifically in 

Porthcawl. 

1502 

 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID I cannot comprehend where in Porthcawl this 'regeneration growth' will appear. 
Porthcawl is, by and large, a commuter town. Businesses in the town are holiday 
based. What are you regenerating except increased income, through rates, to be 

spent elsewhere 

1502 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Frankly, if your planning department are accepting that over one thousand homes can 
be constructed with quality, in a footprint barely suitable for half that number, they 

should be ashamed. Previous concentrated builds in the town have little or no 
soundproofing, poor car parking facility and doubtful privacy. This smacks of money 

talking. 

1502 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID 'Growth in housebuilding' does not give you license to build without social 
responsibility. I have witnessed, first hand, the serried rows of terraced houses in the 

Valleys, they put you to shame when comparing your 'gallon in a pint pot' building 
strategy. Where are your planners? Who are they working for - the people of this 

town??? 

1502 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Where are these sites. There are none in Porthcawl, unless you intend to build in the 
green belt areas. Why are you attempting to camouflage your single goal - build more 

houses - as many as possible - to fill BCBC's coffers! 
1502 
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7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID This is your most shameful statement in the whole document. Bridgend Town Centre 
is dying. I remember in the days before you inspired planning to grant not one, but two 
major retail centres outside the town, the centre was vibrant. Now, with the exception 

of a bar and eatery, it's just charity shops and cheap goods stores. 

1502 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID Have I missed something in these plans? What investments in Porthcawl meet this 
statement. Where are the 'renewable energy' and mineral resources to be sited? 1502 

 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID The more I read this document, the more it appears to have been written by a Donald 
Trump Clone. Adding 1,115 homes on a beautiful sea front will enhance the aesthetic 
appeal of the town? What planet are you living on? 'Promote tourism' by taking away 
at least 1,000 parking spaces (1 new home footprint). 'Provide cultural experience' I 

thought irony was dead. Have you actually read this document?? Please explain 
where & how the addition of 1115 homes and a superstore will 'provide culture'?  I 

understand the housing element is split between Salt Lake (324 units) & Sandy Bay 
(900) that's 1224 units? can you please advise density ratios. Also, the school will be 
alongside Newton Primary. Are you aware of the reported underground fuel storage in 

that general area? 

1502 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1502 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Your comments are ludicrous. Are you suggesting providing the vanished car parking 
parking at Pyle Rail Station. Do you seriously believe that is even remotely feasible. 

Porthcawl Waterfront - 'Mixed Use'. With 1,115 additional houses - you will further kill 
tourism or ruin the lives of residents as tourist parking will become 'off-street'. What 
community facilities?  Can you please provide a clear report on exactly where visitor 

parking will be and for how many vehicles? 

1502 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1502 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1502 
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14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID It is with deep concern that I believe, once more, the Labour-controlled BCBC and its 
woefully weak Planning Department has cast it's baleful stare on the residents of 
Porthcawl.  It appears that this plan has been drawn up to benefit the coffers of 

BCBC, with little return to this town. Will this regenerate Porthcawl? I have considered 
this carefully. What do you mean by regenerate? An additional 20% of housing and a 

LIDL or ALDI. Is that the limit of your imagination, it speaks volumes about why 
Bridgend Town Centre is a ghost town.  One this missing from this document is a pan, 

however small, of the area involved. We are told the whole of the Salt Lake Care 
Park? For 1,115 houses, a school, a superstore, community facilities AND a bus 

terminus. Who drew up the plans Paul Daniels?!  BCBC has over many years treated 
this town as a 'cash cow'. Take as much as possible and return the bare minimum. To 
those looking in, the access the developers have to the Council appears at odds with 

the democratic balance of the individual ratepayer. I am advised that you intend to 
ignore the wishes of the Town Council ad the rate payers. Shame on you if that is 

true. Finally, since only receiving your notification in early July, I ask that you extend 
the response consultation period, to September at least. 

1502 
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LDP Rep: 387 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable): - 

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID I am challenging the proposals for Porthcawl 

387 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID - 

387 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID - 

387 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID - 

387 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID - 

387 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID - 

387 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID I am challenging the proposals for Salt Lake Flood Plain Area 

387 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID - 

387 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID - 
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387 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID - 

387 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID I am challenging the proposals for Salt Lake flood plain area. When the tide is in, the 
water table rises, the clue is in the name. Strom drains and a pumping station are 

required. No storm drains at highwall A470 and Aberfan Pumping Station at Somerset 
Levels were not maintained 

387 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

387 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

387 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Once upon a time mistakes were made. If Porthcawl was a child; is this consultation a 
helpline for the wilful neglect of Porthcawl. This is not hind sight, the future must not 

be continually put off it is called planning.  The loss of the railway it should have been 
mothballed. The failure to complete the A4229 dual carriage way the funds used on 
the over spend on A470 wash out of the highway. Then the Micky Mouse bypass at 

South Cornelly and the Dulux make over of the rest of the A4229 Auditors.   The loss 
of ring fenced funds for a leisure centre auditors? The closing of Sandy Bay caravan 
park no maintenance or investment. The income from Porthcawl car park auditors?   
This is not just wilful abuse, but has become actual bodily harm.   Yours bitter and 

twisted. 

387 
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LDP Rep: 1503 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1503 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1503 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1503 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1503 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1503 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1503 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1503 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1503 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1503 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1503 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1503 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1503 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1503 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The ultimate test of soundness of the LDP rests with its compatibility with its visions 
and objectives. I Angela Evans am of the opinion that BCBC’s intention to build in 
excess of 1,115 dwellings within Porthcawl will not encourage tourism nor will it 

achieve the overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside resort of significance.  
Most tourists to Porthcawl arrive by cars via Junction 37 off the M4 and use Salt Lake 

as a car park which currently holds over 1,000 cars. The loss of Salt Lake as a car 
park will deter visitors to Porthcawl, as they will be unable to park and will find it easier 
to just travel to the next M4 Junction and visit Aberavon. The concept of using the lack 

of car parking as a deterrent for people using cars to travel is admirable, but ill-
conceived and does not take into consideration the rapid move away from fossil fuels 
to power cars, the future will see electric and hydrogen cells powering cars which will 
still need a place to park.  The majority of employment in Porthcawl is tourism related, 

the draft LDP will only provide 40 jobs at the proposed Aldi store. Urbanisation by 
building in access of 1,115 dwellings will not increase tourism and therefore not 

increase employment. 

1503 
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LDP Rep: 1504 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1504 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1504 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1504 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1504 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1504 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1504 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1504 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1504 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1504 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1504 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1504 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1504 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1504 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The ultimate test of soundness of the LDP rests with its compatibility with its visions 
and objectives. I Christine Herring am of the opinion that BCBC’s intention to build in 

excess of 1,115 dwellings within Porthcawl will not encourage tourism nor will it 
achieve the overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside resort of significance.  
Most tourists to Porthcawl arrive by cars via Junction 37 off the M4 and use Salt Lake 

as a car park which currently holds over 1,000 cars. The loss of Salt Lake as a car 
park will deter visitors to Porthcawl, as they will be unable to park and will find it easier 
to just travel to the next M4 Junction and visit Aberavon. The concept of using the lack 

of car parking as a deterrent for people using cars to travel is admirable, but ill-
conceived and does not take into consideration the rapid move away from fossil fuels 
to power cars, the future will see electric and hydrogen cells powering cars which will 
still need a place to park.  The majority of employment in Porthcawl is tourism related, 

the draft LDP will only provide 40 jobs at the proposed Aldi store. Urbanisation by 
building in access of 1,115 dwellings will not increase tourism and therefore not 

increase employment. 
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LDP Rep: 1505 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1505 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1505 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1505 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1505 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1505 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1505 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1505 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1505 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1505 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1505 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1505 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1505 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1505 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID The ultimate test of soundness of the LDP rests with its compatibility with its visions 
and objectives. I A.Cavill am of the opinion that BCBC’s intention to build in excess of 

1,115 dwellings within Porthcawl will not encourage tourism nor will it achieve the 
overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside resort of significance.  Most 

tourists to Porthcawl arrive by cars via Junction 37 off the M4 and use Salt Lake as a 
car park which currently holds over 1,000 cars. The loss of Salt Lake as a car park will 
deter visitors to Porthcawl, as they will be unable to park and will find it easier to just 

travel to the next M4 Junction and visit Aberavon. The concept of using the lack of car 
parking as a deterrent for people using cars to travel is admirable, but ill-conceived 
and does not take into consideration the rapid move away from fossil fuels to power 

cars, the future will see electric and hydrogen cells powering cars which will still need 
a place to park.  The majority of employment in Porthcawl is tourism related, the draft 
LDP will only provide 40 jobs at the proposed Aldi store. Urbanisation by building in 

access of 1,115 dwellings will not increase tourism and therefore not increase 
employment.  Visions and Objectives relating to Porthcawl  NR3 Porthcawl, in its 

pivotal position on the Swansea Bay waterfront, should maintain and enhance its role 
as a vibrant and distinctive tourism and leisure destination.  LS16 The Porthcawl 
Waterfront Regeneration Site will need to be delivered to revitalise the town as a 
premier seaside resort OBJ 1d To realise the potential of Porthcawl as a premier 

seaside and tourist destination by prioritising the regeneration of its waterfront and 
investing in key infrastructure. This will also improve the attractiveness of the town as 
a place to live and work, while enhancing the vibrancy of the town centre.  Porthcawl 

4.3.13 The key to the areas success is to balance the nature of the development 
proposed with the interests of tourism and that of the environment. PLA1 Porthcawl 
Waterfront – 1,115 Units. Porthcawl Town Centre – 5.4.50 Porthcawl has been the 

focus of long-established plans for tourism-led regeneration focused along the 
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waterfront.  Tourism 5.4.127 Future Wales emphasises the importance of tourism as a 
part of the foundational economy A key objective of the Welsh National Marine Plan is 

to ‘recognise the significant value of coastal tourism and recreation to the Welsh 
economy and well-being and ensure such activity and potential for future growth are 
appropriately saefeguarded’. 1. To produce high quality sustainable places. 1c. To 

realise the potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and tourist destination which 
capitalises on the regeneration of its waterfront. 1.19 Porthcawl Regeneration Area 

COM1(25) This 48 hectare brownfield waterfront site provides a significant opportunity 
through comprehensive regeneration to transform Porthcawl into a premier seaside 
resort. 4.16 Porthcawl has been the focus of long-established plans for tourism-led 
regeneration focused along the waterfront. Porthcawl benefits from primary road 
connections to the wider strategic road network (M4). 3. Vision and Objectives 

Regeneration led growth will also be channelled towards Porthcawl through 
redevelopment of its waterfront to capitalise on the towns role as a premier seaside 

and tourist destination.  Several key issues and drivers of the Replacement LDP, 
notably NR3 and LS16, highlight the importance of maintaining and enhancing 

Porthcawls role as a vibrant and distinctive tourism and leisure destination through 
redeveloping the waterfront regeneration area and capitalising on its pivotal position 
on the Swansea Bay waterfront.  This society strongly objects to the removal of the 

green wedge policy as it is protection against urban sprawl. “Proposed green wedges 
– The replacement LDP will not feature a green wedge policy, therefore proposals for 
green wedges will not be taken forward (see green wedge review background paper). 
Site area (Ha) Candidate site ref No. Settlement Hierachy category proposed use of 

site Dan-y-graig avenue (Land east of) 5.21 182.C1 Porthcawl Newton Green 
Wedge.”  This referral to the Marine Centre should be removed as it is no longer 

viable.  4.25 Some substantial improvements to Porthcawls waterfront leisure offer 
have already been delivered or received planning approval…… The Porthcawl 

Maritime Centre was approved in November 2018 and will provide and will include a 
coastal science and discovery centre, café, wine bar, roof terrace and microbrewery. I 
A.Cavill reject the Draft Replacement LDP in relation to the development of Porthcawl 
as the outcome will not deliver the overarching aspiration to create a premier seaside 

resort of regional significance. 
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LDP Rep: 1506 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1506 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1506 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1506 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Finished housing development often detract from the initial visuals providing bland 
designs - Meadow Lane flats do not look as good as was promised. They have 

provided trees and parking which is excellent. 
1506 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1506 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Whilst it may facilitate growth in some areas it will negatively impact many small 
businesses - especially the new Aldi supermarket. 1506 

 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID So why is an Aldi supermarket going to be built on Salt Lake car park. This out of 
place retail development will obviously affect all of the independent shops nearby 1506 

 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1506 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 
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ID Trees are important in any landscape and should be preserved at all costs. Build 
around trees not through them. 1506 

 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1506 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Porthcawl waterfront provides an ideal site to really boost the town. I am not 
convinced that an Aldi supermarket and housing (flats) is the best use of the area. 1506 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1506 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1506 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1506 
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LDP Rep: 1507 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID No consultation with local residents on what is being proposed. How much has 
already been spent on surveys/reports etc. Who has authority given the significant 

impact to residents already living in the proposed areas 
1507 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID Growth is not measures by number of houses. How does BCBC measure growth? 

1507 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID Looks to me that council see that increased housing is the only way that regeneration 
can take place in Porthcawl. This is wrong. It will obviously bring more council tax etc 

but overcrowd Porthcawl and see the end of tourism. Very bad view of BCBC 
councillors. 

1507 

 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID Good design is always important and should be in-keeping. However, I cant see how 
building more houses will improve the environment and peoples health and wellbeing. 

It will just make the residents unhappy with the proposals, with no consideration. 
1507 

 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID Affordable housing is needed understandably. However, will this be for local people 
who are in need of housing and not just people locating from other areas just so the 
numbers look good to justify proposed development? If study has been done already 

surely you know who will be housed? 

1507 

 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID Cant see many jobs being created in Porthcawl as it will be mostly housing 

1507 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID Supermarket location for Porthcawl is my only issue. Do not see other retail units 
needed as you have McCarthur Glen just up the road. It will just see the demise of 

local shops around the place. 
1507 
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8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1507 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

1507 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1507 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID How has the number of proposed houses for Porthcawl been calculated? Where do 
you expect people to move from, given Porthcawls population has remained stable for 

many years? How will infrastructure support this? Of the 30% social housing how 
many will be people from Porthcawl? To be honest I cannot see why a tourist town 

needs new housing to this extent. 

1507 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1507 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID  

1507 
 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID Have great concerns about the proposals for Porthcawl. Porthcawl is a tourist town 
and should have attractions/facilities to support this that can also be used by 

residents. Just adding significant housing does not really achieve this. Where will cars 
be parked? Do not see a park and ride working at Pyle either. What are the names of 
the team at BCBC that have come up with this plan? It is surely just a financial plan. I 
understand that councils need to find additional funding, but just creating additional 

housing is not the way forward, as it will certainly change Porthcawl for the worse not 
for the better. I have lived in Porthcawl for 60 years and have seen many changes 
that have taken away tourism/leisure activities. If this plan succeeds it will not be 

good. 

1507 
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LDP Rep: 1508 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID Without a plan I have no idea what these are. We need to be brought up to date not 
replaced. 1508 

 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1508 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1508 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1508 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1508 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1508 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1508 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1508 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID 
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1508 You are not going to attract business to Porthcawl when the town is inaccessible due 
to gridlocked roads and no parking facilities which will only be aggravated by building 
more houses. Pyle park and ride will only help the people that already have transport 
anyway. You need to deal with the longstanding problems which neglect has caused 
and bring the town up to modern standards. There are no bus services to take people 

who work in town to and from work. Inadequate toilet facilities despite PT Councils 
heroic efforts. Professional planners served by people specialising in seaside resorts. 
Aberavon and Swansea ideas are great and really show that care and planning have 

been at the forefront of council thinking NOT money making for them. 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID I know nothing about Maesteg and the Lynfi Valley. 

1508 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID Yes, everything I have heard and not seen is not wanted or required by every 
Porthcawl resident I have spoken to. Bus station - NO NEED - Expense is totally 
unnecessary. The one we have is more than adequate. 3 local buses during the 

morning none in the afternoons or on the weekends. This is a long-standing problem 
which the council has not even tried to solve. Numerous house building is certainly 

not required. Porthcawl roads are gridlocked every holidays, but no mention of dealing 
with roads or traffic problems. 

1508 

 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1508 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID No comment on any of these proposals but the state of Bridgend town centre is 
absolutely dreadful with businesses closing and leaving. So sad. 1508 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID We certainly do not need to build more houses. The town cannot cope with the 
number of cars in the town at the moment. No roadworks have been mentioned. 

Volunteers in this town are doing a great job as are PT Councils, if it wasn't for the 
work they do I dread to think what state the town would be in. I have asked many 

people if they have filled in this form the answer is no, because we don't understand 
the questions and the council wont listen anyway, so we are not wasting our time. 

This form was written in a way that puts people off. Thank you once again for failing 
our town. 

1508 
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LDP Rep: 1509 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1509 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1509 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1509 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1509 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1509 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1509 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1509 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1509 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1509 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1509 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1509 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1509 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Settlement Boundary - Both these sites are 

outside of the settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The 
traffic congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-

capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem.   Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 

to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 
Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 

the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 

they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 

for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.   Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 
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context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.   

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.   
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1509 
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LDP Rep: 1510 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1510 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1510 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1510 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1510 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1510 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1510 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1510 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1510 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  
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1510 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1510 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1510 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1510 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID I feel the need to appeal against the plans to develop Island Farm and Craig y 
Parcau. 

I have heard there is a proposal for 847 new houses to be built and a tennis academy. 
Another source reported that there would be 1800 houses from Laleston to Ewenny 

roundabout! 
It is obvious to all that the local facilities of medical care and schooling are already 

struggling to cope. As a retired GP I am fully aware of the pressure on Primary Care 
in Bridgend. The schools are overly full apparently so to build so many houses would 

be ridiculous. 
A further point I would like to make. Perhaps Merthyr Mawr Rd should be a 20mph 

zone. Cars already cut through from Broadlands towards dual carriageway and 
Aberkenfig often speeding. It is only a matter of time for a child to be run over near 

Brynteg Avenue before or after school. 
There obviously cannot be a roundabout at end of Merthyr Mawr Rd which would 

encourage even more traffic towards town. The end of Merthyr Mawr is very narrow 
and cannot take cars both ways. It also cannot be widened. 

 

1510 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  

1510 
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LDP Rep: 1511 

Representor Name:  

Organisation (if applicable):  

Type of Representor: Member of the Public 

1: Do you have any comments to make on the key issues and drivers, vision and objectives of 
the Deposit Replacement Local Development Plan? 

ID  

1511 
 

2: Do you have any comments to make on the growth strategy? 

ID  

1511 
 

3: Do you have any comments to make on the spatial strategy? 

ID  

1511 
 

4: Do you have any comments to make on design and sustainable placemaking policies? 

ID  

1511 
 

5: Do you have any comments to make on the active, health, cohesive and social 
communities policies? 

ID  

1511 
 

6: Do you have any comments to make on the employment strategy? 

ID  

1511 
 

7: Do you have any comments to make on retail centres and development policies? 

ID  

1511 
 

8: Do you have any comments to make on the renewable energy, mineral resources and 
waste management policies? 

ID  

1511 
 

9: Do you have any comments to make on the natural and built environment policies? 

ID  

4255



1511 
 

10: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley 

ID  

1511 
 

11: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Porthcawl, Pyle, North 
Cornelly and Kenfig Hill 

ID  

1511 
 

12: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Ogmore and Garw valleys 

ID  

1511 
 

13: Do you have any comments to make on the key proposals? Bridgend and Pencoed 

ID Proposed site: SP2(2)/PLA2 Land South of Bridgend (Island Farm) Proposal for 847 
houses etc and Com 1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau, Proposal for 110 houses To: whom it may 

concern at Bridgend County Borough Council 
We hereby object to the above proposal, and ask that the site be deleted from the 
final LDP, on the following grounds;  Boundary - Both these sites are outside of the 

settlement boundary of Bridgend as defined by the A48. Traffic - The traffic 
congestion at the nodal points between Broadlands and Waterton is often over-
capacity during the AM and PM rush hours. Traffic on Ewenny Hill also backs up 
below the potteries and Summer traffic can back up to Waterton roundabout. The 
country lane, New Inn Road has become a rat run already used by many to avoid 

congestion on the A48 and is now dangerous for walkers and cyclists. This 
development will increase traffic on the A48, Ewenny Hill, Ewenny Road and New Inn 

Road. - The Traffic Strategic Appraisal commissioned by HD Developments 
acknowledges that it has been impossible to conduct any meaningful appraisal of the 
traffic situation because of Covid. To include such a large development in the LDP at 

such a traffic hotspot and without up-to-date data and analysis is reckless. - The effect 
of a development of this size on traffic, must also be seen in the context of proposed 
developments at Craig-Y-Parcau (110 house), Laleston (850 houses) and Parc Afon 

Ewenni (650 houses). There is no evidence that the cumulative effect of all these 
developments, has been properly assessed at this point. - The comparison in the draft 

deposit LDP consultation document with the previously granted application, is 
misleading, supporting claims by the developer that fewer car trips will be generated 

by the housing development than would have been by their previous approved 
application for a sports village. - The air quality on Ewenny Roundabout has been 

known to regularly exceed the legal limit. Adding more traffic will certainly exacerbate 
the problem.   Nature - Roughly a quarter of the Island Farm site is a SINC and home 

to European protected species; dormice, Lesser Horseshoe bats and Brown Long 
Eared bats. Dormice require continuous hedgerow/tree cover. This will be severed by 

the entrance road. They will also be very vulnerable to domestic cats. Lesser 
Horseshoe bats are extremely negatively affected by light pollution, added to which 

they will have to travel further to find suitable feeding areas. The cumulative pressures 
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of a dense housing development on the biodiversity of the SINC will reduce its value 
for biodiversity which could result in it losing its SINC status.   Merthyr Mawr - To take 
the development boundary up to New Inn Road would irreparably degrade the rural 

context within which Merthyr Mawr lies. The environs of Merthyr Mawr, without a 
doubt, extend to the “Dipping Bridge” and arguably include the “Showground Field” 

which extends to the A48. New Inn Road should be seen as part of the context of this 
well-loved, unique and nationally regarded historic area. Apart from its function as a 
rat run, it serves solely as the approach to Merthyr Mawr and it should be valued by 

BCBC in accordance with their policy, “To Protect and Enhance Distinctive and 
Natural Places”. Merthyr Mawr is a unique asset for Bridgend and the wider area.   

Safety - To ensure the safety of children crossing the A48 from the development at 
Island Farm to get to school, the traffic will have to be slowed and a pedestrian 

crossing point put in. This will further impede the traffic flow at busy times on the A48 - 
The LDP states that the junction of Ewenny Road and New Inn Road is already 

forecast to get busier i.e., more fast traffic on New Inn Road Lane. This is part of the 
Sustrans Route 88 from Newport to Margam Park which currently stops at the bottom 
of Ewenny Hill. Safe active travel along New Inn Road for pedestrians and cyclists is 
currently difficult and will get much more so with increased traffic and impedance on 

the A48. - The Dipping Bridge is a much loved recreation area for kids and young 
people particularly during hot weather. Increased traffic over the bridge will negatively 

affect the enjoyment of this iconic landmark and potentially pose a safety risk.   
Placemaking - The proposed developments at Craig-Y-Parcau and Island Farm will 

enclose and impinge upon the Ogmore Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLCA018 Ogmore) as well as Merthyr Mawr Registered Historic Landscape area and 
the grade 2* Park and garden of Merthyr Mawr House. These designations point to a 
unique and valuable landscape that is placed in trust for the next generation. A place 

that has already been made and it is the duty of Bridgend Council to pass it on, 
undegraded, to the next generation. 

 

14: Do you have any other comments to make on the Deposit Replacement LDP? 

ID  
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ldp

From:

Sent: 26 July 2021 16:47

To: consultation; ldp

Cc:

Subject: LDP Petition

Attachments: petition_signatures_jobs_29876997_20210726100857.csv; petition_comments_jobs_

29876997_20210726151816.csv

Categories: Query

Dear Sir/Madam 

On behalf of the local community, this petition has been organised by the Penyfai Village Community Association as 
a result of many concerns raised. Please see the reasons for the objections below which are listed in the Local 
Development Plan.  This Petition has been completed by residents throughout the Borough of Bridgend and the list 
of over 1000 petitioners are attached, along with comments made.  Please see the details below.  The link to the 

petition is http://chng.it/GPX8nQPp

Protect our communities, woodland, fields and hedgerows! 
Bridgend County Borough Council’s (BCBC) final draft of the new Local Development Plan (LDP) includes a proposed 
private developer housing site of 850 houses west of Bridgend town, locally known as the “Circus Field”. The site will 
merge the communities of Bryntirion and Laleston and potentially extend across to the hamlet of Court Colman, 
Pen-Y-Fai. It will destroy local green areas and natural resources, creating further traffic congestion and putting even 
more pressure on local services which are already struggling to cope. 
The plan will determine what types of development and where will be allowed to be built in Bridgend County up 
until 2033. Once land is identified in the final plan, it becomes very difficult to object to planning in the future. 

Why are we opposing? 
We believe the residential development of 850 houses (and potentially more in the future?) will have a significant 
impact: - 

1) On local communities - 
This area has been the site of some 3000 new houses in recent years (Bryntirion and Broadlands). This is already a 
disproportionate amount. A further 850 houses would merge the community boundaries of Bryntirion and Laleston, 
contrary to good planning principles and the statements made within the LDP to safeguard local/natural 
communities. Potentially the site could erode the boundary/wedge with Court Colman as this urbanisation could 
create an undesirable precedent for further urbanisation to South, North and West. It would move the built-up 
area’s boundary, making further greenfield development difficult to resist. This would cause further coalescence, 
with Broadlands to the South, Pen-Y-Fai to the North, and towards Pyle in the West. 

Even the ‘affordable housing’ in this area would likely be beyond the means of most local young people due to the 
higher costs of homes in the desirable vicinity of the ‘Laleston’ village area. 

2) On an already stretched local infrastructure - The infrastructure is not in place and would be unable to cope. The 
local Comprehensive School, for example, has not yet caught up with the housebuilding of the previous decade. The 
viability of further expansion of Bryntirion Comprehensive School is very doubtful due to road access constraints. 
Other aspects of infrastructure including sewerage, drainage, NHS services, etc. have not been anywhere nearly 
adequately addressed. 
Just down the road, air quality testing in Park Street reveals it to be one of the most polluted locations in the 
County. Increased road traffic would also put further strain on the A473 junctions with Elm Crescent and Heol y 
Nant, the traffic lights at Bryngolau, and the A48 Broadlands roundabout, which is already strained for capacity. 
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3) On natural resources and biodiversity - The site forms a green wedge bordering a ward that is officially rural, and 
a ward that is officially urban. The overall effect would be the urbanisation of the entire district. Urbanisation would 
violate the council’s objective of maintaining and enhancing the natural resources and biodiversity of the County 
Borough. This green wedge is the location of the Laleston Stones Trail, and the Bridgend Circular Walk, and is a field, 
woodland and hedgerow system with a historical heritage. The proposed site is crossed by public rights of way 
which have been conscientiously maintained by the Community Council and which are highly valued by local people 
and visitors. No evidence has been produced to show that the commercial benefits of building at this location would 
more than outweigh the loss of positive social value of the site in its current condition. Overall, there would be a 
severe loss of visual, social and public amenity. The loss of the rich and diverse flora and fauna of the woodland, 
fields and hedgerows is not justified by any commercial benefit from this development. 

In a nutshell, this proposal puts the wrong type of development with the wrong type of houses in the wrong 
location. A case is not made, and the proposal should be set aside and not progressed in the LDP. overdevelopment 
of our Communities! 

We look forward to receiving your response.  Please direct any communication to the email address above, so the 
information can be shared with the local community. 

Kindest regards 
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Name City State Date Comment

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

"We are losing so much green space.  One housing estate is merging 
into another.  Traffic congestion will be horrendous."

Swindon England 14/07/2021

"Some areas are worth saving. Common sense needs to come before 
profit."

Cardiff 14/07/2021 " "

bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

"It will impact on woodland, green spaces and local communities, and 
create more traffic congestion and pollution."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

"There is too much new private housing being proposed and developed 
across the whole BCBC area with little or no consideration to 
infrastructure - Road needs, schooling, health care, e.g. doctors, 
dentists etc. BCBC seems to be concerned with only adding to the 
housing stock and increasing council tax income."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021 "When it's got.. it's....gone"

Ogmore By Sea Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

"I cannot stand the way in which our countryside is being over taken with 
housing- when will it end ?"

Talbot Green Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021 " "

Maesteg Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021 "Profits before people."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

"This area was vital green space during the pandemic for humans, and 
continues to be used.  It's vital to wildlife through the year, plants, birds, 
mammals, invertebrates such as pollinating insects. We've already lost 
two fields behind Bryntirion which were full of butterflies, breeding 
Goldfinches feeding on the seedheads of the wildflowers now covered 
over by a building site."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021 "We need our green spaces and distinct communities."

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021 "Our infrastructure is already stretched"

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021 "Keep it green."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

"Enough of taking our ancestor land .... greedy council just want more 
money Not enough services here at moment for present housing ...Use 
empty properties instead .....some empty for decades ..  Come on 
council . . No more"

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021 "I live in llangewydd court we have enough traffic about now"

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021 "I worry about the loss of the country side."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

"This area is surrounded by beautiful wildlife. I see bats, hedgehogs, a 
variety of wild bird s visit my garden. These species should be protected! 
This area is already overdeveloped and we must protect greenbelt 
areas!"
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Name City State Date Comment

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

"Bridgend is at risk of becoming a sprawling housing estate with little to 
no green fields. The current amenities, such as schools, doctors and 
dentist are unable to meet current demand and the council fail to ensure 
developers provide parks and shop premises within the agreed 
timeframe. Also and of equ importance, we are currently in a climate 
crisis and destroying what areas of nature we have will have a 
devastating impact both for local wildlife and the wider environment."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

"This area of land should remain as Greenfield, traffic congestion would 
be huge if it were to proceed"

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021 "I dont believe the community needs anymore development of houses"

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

"Too many houses, lack of infrastructure, and forward thinking to 
adequate medical facilities to cope with influx of people."

Beckton 17/07/2021

"<a href="https://www.change.org/InvestmentScams" 
rel="nofollow">https://www.change.org/InvestmentScams</a>Please 
sign and share the above petition to help put a stop to these criminals 
who ruin lives. Currently these scammers are targeting people in the 
USA and Europe. I believe that this petition will put pressure on 
Governments around the world to take action. PVCA: I support 
you.Local councils and central Government are failing all of us.Boris 
Johnson was voted back in because he delivered on the vaccine 
promise. What I realised is that he actually did nothing spectacular. Let's 
remember he was not an EU leaver until he saw that it might help him to 
become Prime Minister. He publicly dismissed the seriousness of 
Covid19 until he caught it himself. He dismissed us when we demanded 
Dominic Cummings and Matt Hancock be sacked for breaking lockdown 
LAW. Boris Johnson was elected to serve and carry out the wishes of 
the people. Finally, Boris Johnson did nothing miraculous when it comes 
to the roll out speed"

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

"I think we must stop building on greenfield sites particularly when the 
infrastructure does not support it."

Llangeinor Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021 "We need green areas to enjoy"

Glasgow Scotland 18/07/2021

"The borough's infrastructure is stretched now. Insufficient services, 
schools, dental and GP surgeries. Housing that youngsters cannot 
afford."

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021 "We need to keep our green spaces"
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Name City State Date Comment
BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021 "This area is needed for recreational use."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

"I love walking in parts of this area. It would be a disgrace to destroy a 
wildlife habitat and one of the most beautiful parts of Bridgend."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

"This area is a valuable natural space and will be lost forever as an 
amenity and see further destruction and degradation of the natural 
environment in an area that has already been hugely overdeveloped and 
has 1950s transport infrastructure at best. It's a bad idea."

Bridgend 22/07/2021

"Our infrastructure is over stretched already. Green spaces are essential 
in a built up area such as Bridgend. Also this housing will not be for 
those in need IÕm sure."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

"It's taking away good farm land abdomen space when there are 
hundreds of acres available via the terriers."

matarangi 24/07/2021 "This is crazy....."

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021 "I live nearby Shame to have all green spaces built upon"

Saundersfoot Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021

"We need to stop destroying green field areas. Build on brown field if 
more housing is required. This is just a money grab by developers."
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Name City State Signed On

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Telford 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 14/07/2021

Stanmore 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Merthyr Tydfil 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Blackmill Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Penyfai 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Tonypandy 14/07/2021

Swansea Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Laleston 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Newport 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Pen y Fai 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Pen-Y-Fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

penybont ar ogwr 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Port Talbot 14/07/2021

Barry 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Llangefni Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Reading 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Birmingham England 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Tonypandy 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Barnet 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021
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Name City State Signed On

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

London 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Swindon 14/07/2021

Bradford 14/07/2021

Rhondda Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Nottingham 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Port Talbot 14/07/2021

Juupajoki 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Ogmore Vale 14/07/2021

Hengoed Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Swansea Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Gilfach Goch 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

14/07/2021
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Name City State Signed On

Port Talbot 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Port Talbot 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

14/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Cardiff 14/07/2021

Watford England 14/07/2021

Treharris Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Maesteg 14/07/2021

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Hertford England 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Maesteg Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bristol 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Watford England 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Laleston 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Maida Vale 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bristol 14/07/2021

Bristol 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

4265



Name City State Signed On

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

bridgend 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Laleston Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Redhill England 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Penyfai Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Manchester 14/07/2021

Bridgend 14/07/2021

Chryston Scotland 14/07/2021

Ogmore By Sea 14/07/2021

Porthcawl 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Newtownabbey 14/07/2021

Fulham 14/07/2021

London 14/07/2021

Bethnal Green 14/07/2021

Essex 14/07/2021

Milton Keynes 14/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 14/07/2021

Norwich 14/07/2021

Spalding 14/07/2021

Leamington Spa 14/07/2021

Burnley 14/07/2021

Croydon 14/07/2021

Wirksworth 14/07/2021

London 14/07/2021

Reading 14/07/2021

Market Harborough 14/07/2021

Portishead 14/07/2021

Blackwood 14/07/2021

Edinburgh 14/07/2021

Stockton on Tees 14/07/2021

Preston 14/07/2021

Romford 14/07/2021

Port Talbot Wales; Cymru 14/07/2021

Swansea 14/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bristol 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Hengoed 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021
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Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Lynn 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Edmonton England 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Droitwich England 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Port Talbot 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Maesteg Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Cam England 15/07/2021

Laleston 15/07/2021

Bryncethin Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Talbot Green 15/07/2021

Bristol 15/07/2021

Pontypool 15/07/2021

Maesteg 15/07/2021

Laleston 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Covent Garden 15/07/2021

Sarn 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Basingstoke 15/07/2021

Dalgety Bay 15/07/2021

Basingstoke 15/07/2021

Greater London 15/07/2021

Yelverton 15/07/2021

Tyne & Wear 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Solihull 15/07/2021

Cadishead 15/07/2021

Burton 15/07/2021

Liverpool 15/07/2021

Birmingham 15/07/2021

Camberley 15/07/2021

Liverpool 15/07/2021

Oxford 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021
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Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Chippenham 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Stockport 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Swansea 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Llangurig 15/07/2021

Porthcawl Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Cardiff 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Greenwich 15/07/2021

Edinburgh 15/07/2021

London 15/07/2021

Birmingham 15/07/2021

Ilkeston 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Penwortham 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Pontypool 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Pontypool 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Hampstead 15/07/2021

Bolton 15/07/2021

Lewisham 15/07/2021

Hammersmith 15/07/2021

Newport 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Broxburn Scotland 15/07/2021

Swansea 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Swansea 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Redhill 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

LEDBURY England 15/07/2021

Bishops Stortford 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Cardiff 15/07/2021

Laleston Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Treorchy Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Fleetwood 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Swansea 15/07/2021

Goombungee 15/07/2021

Swansea 15/07/2021
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Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Reading 15/07/2021

Preston 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Harrow 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Walthamstow 15/07/2021

Cheltenham England 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Herefordshire England 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Newport Pagnell England 15/07/2021

Cardiff 15/07/2021

Bridgend 15/07/2021

Barnsley 15/07/2021

Cardiff 15/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 15/07/2021

Maesteg Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Newbury 15/07/2021

15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Wantage 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Peterborough 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 15/07/2021

Great Blakenham 15/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Caerphilly 16/07/2021

16/07/2021

Hoylake 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Swindon 16/07/2021

Wigan 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Northwood 16/07/2021

Sandhurst 16/07/2021

Brierley Hill 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Workington 16/07/2021

Cardiff 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Port Talbot Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021
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Bridgend 16/07/2021

Heol Penyfai, 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Pontyclun 16/07/2021

Sheffield 16/07/2021

Swansea 16/07/2021

Leamington Spa 16/07/2021

Milton Keynes 16/07/2021

Liverpool 16/07/2021

Gosport 16/07/2021

BRIDGEND 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

London England 16/07/2021

Crawley 16/07/2021

Loughborough 16/07/2021

Coventry 16/07/2021

London 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

t Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Aberkenfig 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Barnsley 16/07/2021

Milford Haven 16/07/2021

Cardiff 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Pen y Fai 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

London 16/07/2021

Tonypandy 16/07/2021

Aberystwyth 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Manchester England 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Swansea 16/07/2021

Swansea Wales; Cymru 16/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021
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Newbridge 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Court Colman 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Harlow 17/07/2021

Croydon 17/07/2021

sutton 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Cardiff 17/07/2021

London 17/07/2021

Wentnor 17/07/2021

London 17/07/2021

Ballybogey 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Port Talbot Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

cardiff 17/07/2021

Surrey 17/07/2021

London 17/07/2021

Axbridge 17/07/2021

Hampton Hill 17/07/2021

London 17/07/2021

Market Drayton 17/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Stroud 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Pontyclun 17/07/2021

Llangewydd court Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Beckton 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Neath 17/07/2021

London 17/07/2021

Cwmbran Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Llangeinor 17/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Bridgend 17/07/2021

Berkeley 17/07/2021

Pen y fai 17/07/2021

Gnosall 17/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Thames 18/07/2021
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Glasgow 18/07/2021

Glasgow 18/07/2021

London 18/07/2021

Bridgwater 18/07/2021

18/07/2021

Cefn Cribwr 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Chepstow Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Pontyclun Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

North Cornelly 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

BRIDGEND 18/07/2021

Cardiff 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

coychurch Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Pencoed Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Bridgend 18/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 18/07/2021

Didcot England 19/07/2021

Pontarddulais 19/07/2021

Porth Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Neath 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Bridgend 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Pen-y-fai 19/07/2021

Maesteg 19/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 19/07/2021

Royston 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Ayr Scotland 20/07/2021

Nantymoel Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Llandrindod Wells Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Laleston 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021
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Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

London 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Pontycymer Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Neath Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Brecon 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Heathfield England 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Billingborough England 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Chippenham England 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Cardiff 20/07/2021

Bristol 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Newport 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Bridgend 20/07/2021

Pencoed Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Cardiff 20/07/2021

Penderyn 20/07/2021

Manchester England 20/07/2021

Londonderry Northern Ireland 20/07/2021

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 20/07/2021

Cowbridge Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

Dursley England 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Pontyclun Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Sale England 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Llangammarch Wells Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Pen-y-fai Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Swansea 21/07/2021

Stockbridge England 21/07/2021

Llandrindod Wells Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Ipswich 21/07/2021

Cowbridge Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Swansea 21/07/2021

Porth Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Pencoed Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Port Talbot Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Neath Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Greater manchester 21/07/2021

Talygarn Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bolton 21/07/2021

Shropshire 21/07/2021
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London 21/07/2021

Gloucester 21/07/2021

Armagh 21/07/2021

Hartlepool 21/07/2021

Roehampton 21/07/2021

Northolt 21/07/2021

Ringwood 21/07/2021

Finchley 21/07/2021

Birmingham 21/07/2021

Ystrad Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

21/07/2021

Swansea England 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Todmorden 21/07/2021

Bristol England 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Maidstone 21/07/2021

Ivegill 21/07/2021

Londonderry 21/07/2021

Pontyclun Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

COWBRIDGE 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Banbury England 21/07/2021

Bristol 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

London 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

London 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Pontypridd Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Cardiff 21/07/2021

Birmingham 21/07/2021

21/07/2021

Llangan 21/07/2021

Dundee 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

Chinnor 21/07/2021

Bridgend 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Birmingham 21/07/2021

Biggleswade England 21/07/2021

Gt Yarmouth 21/07/2021

Port Talbot 21/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 21/07/2021

Llandrindod Wells 22/07/2021

Birkenhead 22/07/2021

Palatine Illinois 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Pontyclun 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021
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Edinburgh 22/07/2021

Aberkenfig Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

BRIDGEND Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend 22/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

MID GLAMM Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Cardiff 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Swansea Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Luton 22/07/2021

llanelli Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Chichester 22/07/2021

Leominster England 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Barry Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Porthcawl Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Wolverhampton 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Scarborough England 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Llanelli 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend 22/07/2021

Porthcawl Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bingley 22/07/2021

Chichester 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Enfield 22/07/2021

Pyle Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 22/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Pencoed Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend 23/07/2021

London 23/07/2021

Mid Glamorgan Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

leicestershire 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Tonypandy Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Swindon 23/07/2021

Barry Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Barry Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Pencoed Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021
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London 23/07/2021

Beddau Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 23/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Grange Road, Hahei 24/07/2021

matarangi 24/07/2021

Wales 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

London 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Sunningdale 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Kenfig Hill Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 24/07/2021

Chinnor England 24/07/2021

London 24/07/2021

Swanley England 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

London 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Tonyrefail Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bournemouth 25/07/2021

Dagenham 25/07/2021

Cardiff 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Newport Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bristol 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Llanrumney 25/07/2021

Cardiff 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Cefn cribwr Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 25/07/2021

Pontypridd Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021

Cardiff Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021

Denver Colorado 26/07/2021

Port Talbot Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021

Bridgend Wales; Cymru 26/07/2021
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 16 July 2021 08:44

To: ldp

Subject: FW: LDP 847 houses on Island Farm

Categories: Answered

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 16 July 2021 07:31 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: LDP 847 houses on Island Farm 

I oppose the plans for development of houses on Island Farm and Craig y Parcau Bridgend. Please ensure my 
thoughts are listed on all documentation relating to this proposal. 
Regards 

 

Sent from my iPad 

________________________________ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. Byddwn yn 
ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any correspondence 
received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not lead to a delay in responding. 

LDP Rep: 1515
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 16 July 2021 10:59

To: ldp

Subject: FW: LDP island farm/broadlanda

Categories: Answered

From:   
Sent: 16 July 2021 10:50 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: LDP island farm/broadlanda 

I oppose this plan due to the additional environmental harm from traffic and the strain on already 
overcrowded schools doctors surgeries and dental practice's. 
Why does the council always accept housing developments yet ignore providing a good town center 
shopping facility. None of these new residents would be able to spend their disposable income in Bridgend 
because of the shocking lack of Town facilities. This towns roads are already third world standards. Please 
stop this madness. 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council

Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

LDP Rep: 1516
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 16 July 2021 10:59

To: ldp

Subject: FW: HOUSE DEVELOPMENT

Categories: Answered

From:   
Sent: 16 July 2021 10:11 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: HOUSE DEVELOPMENT 

What is going on proposing a development Island Farm and Craig Y Parcau. 

This is outrageous our HOSPITAL cannot cope with the developments that have taken place 
already.  What about our schools.  Bradlands school cannot take anymore students plus 
Laleston.  Comprehensive school are full. 

The traffic on the A48 and Ewenny Road cannot cope at the moment, it is dangerous for children 
to cross these roads. 

I definitely DO NOT agree with the above proposals. 

 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council

Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

LDP Rep: 1517
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 16 July 2021 15:34

To: ldp

Subject: FW: Laleston/Ewenny housing objection

Categories: Answered

From:   
Sent: 16 July 2021 15:14 
To:  

 
Subject: Laleston/Ewenny housing objection 

Dear Elected Representees 

What a disappointment to hear of plans to build houses on land adjacent to Newbridge Fields   
In the past we've regrettably supported the destruction of our town and the surrounding countryside with 
the need for housing for the next generation. 
We will never support the loss of the final barrier between Bridgend and Merthyr Mawr Estate, this will 
destroy yet another character of the County. 
You probably already aware of the anger locally and a few of the reasons are listed below. 

Green spaces 
Protection of wildlife 
Mental Health and the access to open spaces 
Traffic is horrendous already, without adding additional volume 

We would be interested to hear of your plans in how you're going to deal with the already over stretched 
schools, GPs and traffic volume. 

Today as elected representees you could campaign to remove the proposed land from the list of local 
development and look towards rewilding our town centre and County. 

 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council

Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

LDP Rep:1518
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 16 July 2021 15:34

To: ldp

Subject: FW: 847 houses

Categories: Answered

From:   
Sent: 16 July 2021 11:09 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: 847 houses 

Dear Councillors, 

The proposal to build all these houses on these sites seems to me to be another attempt to destroy Bridgend. 
as was the pedestrianisation of the town centre and the building of the Pines shopping centre. 

We came to live in Bridgend in 1962 and couldn't have wished to live in a prettier town with lots of good 
shops. 

Please read the leaflet published by Merthyr Mawer Community Council , I agree with every word. 

                                                      Sincerely yours   

, 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council

Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

LDP Rep: 1519
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 19 July 2021 08:35

To: ldp

Subject: FW: 1800 houses Laleston Ewenny

Categories: Answered

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and Equalities Manager. 
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | 
Bridgend County Borough Council Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk 
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk 

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 17 July 2021 10:56 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: 1800 houses Laleston Ewenny 

I am against the building of these houses we have not got the right roadways. 
Also impact on the nature. 
Regards . 

Sent from my iPad 

________________________________ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. Byddwn yn 
ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any correspondence 
received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not lead to a delay in responding. 

LDP Rep: 1520
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 19 July 2021 13:03

To: ldp

Subject: FW: Island Farm construction 

Categories: Answered

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and Equalities Manager. 
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | 
Bridgend County Borough Council Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk 
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk 

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 19 July 2021 12:46 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: Island Farm construction 

To whom this may concern, 

I am furious about the proposed planning of the island farm houses and the sports village. Traffic is already a 
nightmare and will only get extensively worse if this is approved. Just a money grab IMO. Please update me on the 
matter. 

 
 

________________________________ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. Byddwn yn 
ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any correspondence 
received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not lead to a delay in responding. 

LDP Rep: 1521
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 20 July 2021 09:58

To: ldp

Subject: FW: SP2(2) Island Farm

Categories: Answered

From:   
Sent: 20 July 2021 09:55 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: SP2(2) Island Farm 

Good morning, 
Today though our door we received worrying news about the plans to build over 1800 houses in the inner Bridgend 
area – near Island farm and Broadlands. 

The roads clearly do not have capacity for this extra traffic -   it would be absolutely awful and we object in the 
strongest possible terms. During school drop of times it takes ages to get through and this is in no ones  best 
interests.  

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and 
Equalities Manager.
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council

Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 
E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

LDP Rep: 1522
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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From: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk>  
Sent: 20 July 2021 08:27 
To: ldp <ldp@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Island Farm housing development proposal

From:   
Sent: 19 July 2021 19:22 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: Island Farm housing development proposal

Good evening. 

Please find below our objections to this obscene and disgusting proposal. You will be deliberately ruining 
the environment adjacent to the idyllic village of Merthyr Mawr and the sand dunes. There are many 
environmental and safety reasons why this absolutely stupid proposal should not be allowed, as set out 
below. Also, how are medical services (GP and dental) expected to cope with this extra massive increase in 
population? It is difficult enough already to get any service from them. Surely, if any development is needed 
at all, and we doubt it, there are other areas away from sensitive wildlife areas? 

For the sake of all future generations who will be living here, please do not permanently absolutely ruin this 
area. Once built on, the land is lost forever. Take note of the local populace objections, you will be 
desecrating the green countryside if you proceed, and will never be forgiven by the local population, either 
now or in the future. 

Please read the objections below. 

 

New draft Local Development Plan (LDP) 

 847 HOUSES ON ISLAND FARM plus Objection Letter 

110 SOUTH OF BROADLANDS ROUNDABOUT at Craig-Y-Parcau 

Tell BCBC Your Thoughts. ACT NOW to Help Keep Bridgend a Good Place to Live 

DEADLINE 27th JULY 

ONCE THE DRAFT LDP HAS BEEN ADOPTED AND THE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 
HAVE BEEN CHANGED, IT WILL BE TOO LATE!!! 

Tell BCBC what you think NOW. 

LDP Rep: 1523
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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For details of how to respond, see bottom of page….OR click on the hyperlink below….. 

Replacement LDP Bridgend Consultation 

WHAT WILL 847 HOUSES AT ISLAND FARM AND 110 SOUTH OF BROADLANDS 
ROUNDABOUT MEAN? 

1. For Traffic 

2. For Safety 
3. For Merthyr Mawr 
4. For Nature 
5. For Heronsbridge School 
6. For Employment and Sustainability 

1. Traffic: 

- The proposal in the draft LDP is for a single exit from Island Farm onto the A48. 

The Situation Now 

- Traffic backs up to below the potteries on Ewenny Hill in certain conditions – with this 
development it’s going to be a regular event.

- Traffic heading to the seaside creates queueing back to Waterton already – lots of additional cars 
will not help this problem.

- Queues at rush hours at Broadlands and Ewenny roundabouts 

- Traffic backs up from Tescos roundabout frequently as cars queue to get into MacDonalds and the 
shops 

-At a conservative estimate of 1.5 cars per household, an extra 1,535 cars would be entering and 
exiting the A48. What will it mean for traffic at Ewenny roundabout? 

- How will 847 houses at Island Farm, 850 houses at Laleston as well as 110 south of Broadlands 
roundabout affect traffic congestion? 

- How will the country lane (New Inn Road), that links the A48 to the bottom of Ewenny Pottery 
Hill, and passes over the Dipping Bridge, be able to safely and easily manage such a high increase in 
cars/vans etc. seeking to avoid congestion on the A48? 

2. Safety 

- Safety concerns for children crossing A48 to get to school etc. 

- New Inn Road is already a rat run and the draft LDP forecasts the junction onto Ewenny road will 
get busier. It is already dangerous as the road itself has barely sufficient room for 2 cars, often 
travelling fast; 

What about the other road users such as cyclists, horse riders and pedestrians, many with their pet 
dogs? 
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-The Dipping Bridge is well used and loved by everyone, the kids and teenagers who use it as an 
informal recreation area, having fun and causing no problems. Any increase in traffic will impact 
people’s enjoyment of this beautiful area and potentially their safety. As a historic and iconic 
monument with in the county it should surely have protected status. 

How will a large development at Island Farm impact active travel as well as the safety, enjoyment 
and well-being of other road users in this much loved and well used area? 

3. Merthyr Mawr 

Wales Online ranks Merthyr Mawr as the second prettiest village in all Wales, beaten only by 
Beddgelert in Snowdonia which is more than helped by it’s spectacular surroundings. 

The environs of Merthyr Mawr stretch from the A48 to the sea and draw both local visitors and 
tourists. It is a unique and beautiful place which should be cherished and protected for the enjoyment 
of future generations. It’s setting should be enhanced rather than compressed by insensitive 
development. 

The roads in and out of the village, including New Inn Road are often so busy, the enjoyment of 
walkers and cyclists, is already severely affected. 

In order to incorporate the SINC (Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) the housing 
development will be high density at 40 houses per hectare which will surely impact the rural nature 
and setting of Merthyr Mawr. 

- How will the rural setting of Merthyr Mawr and it’s attraction for visitors and locals be impacted 
by 847 new houses at Island Farm? 

4. Nature 

The LDP proposes keeping the majority of the SINC - However the integrity of the SINC will be 
fractured by the spine road. Rare and vulnerable wildlife inhabit this area including European 
protected species such as dormice (which need continuous hedgerows) and lesser horseshoe bats 
(which are extremely sensitive to light pollution). In addition barn owls, lapwing, fieldfares and 
redwing currently use the greater Island Farm site area. 

The value of an area for biodiversity is contingent upon what surrounds it and an area only retains 
it’s designation as a SINC for as long as it’s value for nature holds. The pressure of a high density 
housing development (40 houses per hectare) with people, cats, dogs and light pollution may very 
well reduce the value for wildlife to an extent whereby the SINC designation is lost. Once the 
designation is gone, it is still within the development boundary and could be ripe for further housing 
development. 

- How will wildlife survive here and what is the long term fate of the SINC if the rest of the site is 
developed with high density housing? 

5. Heronsbridge School 

It is well known that once a site is designated for housing the number of houses can easily go up. 
Heronsbridge School does need a new premises and Island Farm is the preferred site. If the 
developer says they need to build more houses to pay for the school, is the council going to stand in 
their way? Bridgend College is going to be moved into the town centre and the college buildings and 
Heronsbridge School will surely be demolished to make way for housing. 
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Why can’t a new fit for purpose Heronsbridge School be rebuilt on the same site and paid for 
through developing the Bridgend College site? 

6. Growth: Employment and Sustainability 

Land for over 1800 houses is to be designated from Laleston to Ewenny roundabout. The vast 
majority of this is currently good farmland 

Throughout the county the LDP is promoting the building of over 7000 houses. They are allowing a 
20% leeway which means designating enough land for over 9000 houses. The vast majority of these 
are to be on the coastal plain south of the valleys 

7000 houses can be broken down to an average of 505 houses per year over the 15 year lifespan of 
the LDP. The council is basing the need for 505 new houses per year on the hope of attracting 500 
new jobs a year. This is the amount of jobs they are hoping for if allthe employment development 
land in the LDP is taken up, which is a wildly optimistic scenario. The council however is using this 
scenario on which to base its housing strategy. 

The jobs may or may not come but it will always be in the interest of developers to build on green 
field spaces especially when they are within easy commuter distance to Cardiff and the M4 corridor.

This though, is within the strategy of the LDP. It is called CARMS and aims to increase the number 
of younger people in the county to adjust for the ageing population. However, although we are 
generally living longer, the ageing population is due, in part, to a very high birth rate in the 1950s 
and 1960s which has been steadily reducing since then. Simply building lots of houses on green 
fields is not a way to solve the by-problems that come with longer, healthier lives. 

- Why so many houses when the number of jobs currently forecast is somewhere between 219 – 266 
per year or around 3750 for the whole period? 

- Is Bridgend to be a commuter area for Cardiff and the M4 corridor? 

- 2 of 3 secondary schools in Bridgend are overfull. Brynteg school is one of the largest in Wales. 
How much more can it expand? 

- GPs & hospitals are already under pressure. How will they cope? 

It is important to TELL BCBC WHAT YOU THINK. Deadline is 27th JULY! 

Sent from my iPad 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any 
correspondence received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not 
lead to a delay in responding.
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 26 July 2021 17:20

To: ldp

Subject: FW: Island farm development 

Categories: Answered

Nicola Bunston 
Rheolwr Ymgynghori, Ymgysylltu a Chydraddoldeb | Consultation Engagement and Equalities Manager. 
Cyfarwyddiaeth y Prif Weithredwr / Chief Executive’s Directorate Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | 
Bridgend County Borough Council Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643 664 E-bost / Email: nicola.bunston@bridgend.gov.uk 
Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk 

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 25 July 2021 11:48 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: Island farm development 

To whom it may concern 
As a lucky, relatively young home owner I am aware of the need for new affordable houses in the county and 
country in general. 

My biggest concern is that Ysgol Bro Ogwr, the only Welsh medium school in the Town, is already oversubscribed 
and thus children are already missing out on Welsh education as a result. Should the new development go ahead it 
is imperative that a new Welsh medium school is opened prior to any new houses being built. 

I would welcome your thoughts and comments on this. 
Kind regards 

 
Bridgend resident and parent to 3 young children. 

Sent from my iPhone 

________________________________ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. Byddwn yn 
ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. Any correspondence 
received in Welsh will be answered in Welsh and corresponding in Welsh will not lead to a delay in responding. 

LDP Rep: 1525
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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ldp

From: consultation

Sent: 10 August 2021 15:45

To: ldp

Subject: FW: SP2(2) Island Farm and COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau

Categories: add info Deposit LDP

Y Tîm Ymgynghori ac Ymgysylltu | The Consultation and  Engagement Team Gwasanaethau Gweithredol a 
Phartneriaethol | Operational and Partnership Services Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend 
County Borough Council Ffôn / Phone: (01656) 643664 

E-bost / Email: Consultation@bridgend.gov.uk Gwefan / Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk 

Dilynwch ni ar 
Follow us on 

Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. 

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
Sent: 24 July 2021 12:37 
To: consultation <consultation@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: SP2(2) Island Farm and COM1(2) Craig-Y-Parcau 

I do NOT agree with either development. Traffic chaos and general overcrowding. What about amenities such as 
education and medical? The environment will also suffer with loss of green land. 

Sent from my hudl 

________________________________ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. Byddwn yn 
ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
Please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary. 

LDP Rep: 1526
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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From: Planning

Sent: 23 June 2021 10:17

To: ldp

Subject: FW: About the houseing Development from brnytion to Laleston

Categories: Answered

From: talktous <talktous@bridgend.gov.uk>  
Sent: 23 June 2021 09:54 
To: Planning <Planning@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: About the houseing Development from brnytion to Laleston 

Kind Regards 

Gwasanaethau Cwsmer (NS) 
Customer Services (NS) 

Dilynwch ni ar 

Follow us on             

Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith. 
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh. 

From:   
Sent: 23 June 2021 09:50 
To: talktous <talktous@bridgend.gov.uk> 
Subject: About the houseing Development from brnytion to Laleston 

I am totally against this Development going a ahead when it going to stop  
You slowly turn Bridgend in to a big city with no green field areas  
You should stop people coming into our country to live here from other countries then we can cope with our 
housing and other amenities  
No i wont some of Bridgend to stay as it was when I was a child in the 1960 and Laleston 
And it remains a village not a concrete jungle  

Sent from Sky Yahoo Mail on AndroidQ 

E-bost yn cael ei logio, ei monitro a/neu ei chofnodi yn awtomatig am resymau cyfreithiol. 
Peidiwch ag argraffu’r neges e-bost hon oni bai fod hynny’n gwbl angenrheidiol. 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis 
iaith. Byddwn yn ateb gohebiaeth a dderbynnir yn Gymraeg yn Gymraeg ac ni fydd gohebu yn 
Gymraeg yn arwain at oedi. 
E-mail may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 

LDP Rep: 1527
Type of Representor: Member of the Public
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