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The Petitions Committee 
The National Assembly for Wales 
Cardiff Bay 
CF99 1NA       29 September 2009 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
St Athan Defence Training Academy and Aerospace Business Park 
(Planning Applications 2009/00500/FUL & 2009/00501/FUL) 
 
We call upon the National Assembly for Wales to urge the Welsh Government to amend its 
plans for the proposed Defence Technical Academy at St Athan so that no Northern Access 
Road is constructed and that the green field sites at Tremain's Farm, Picketston and Eglwys 
Brewis are preserved.  
 
This reflects the views of 377 (95%) Boverton residents contacted on the issue. 
 
Whilst we have no objection in principle to the regeneration of the airfield site, we believe it 
should be within current airfield boundaries. We further believe that the development should 
utilise current access routes, as have been used since 1938. No new road should be built to 
the detriment of local residents, particularly those residing in Boverton, or indeed those of 
surrounding areas, who will have to suffer adverse effects resulting from increased traffic and 
loss of amenity. These will include an unacceptable increase in traffic related and light 
pollution in addition to an unacceptable loss of green field sites. Nor should the taxpayers of 
Wales bear the imposition of such an unessential cost burden.  
 
We believe that development outside the current airfield boundary is contrary to the principles 
of The Sustainable Development Scheme of the Welsh Assembly and Vale of Glamorgan 
UDP policies. We also consider that once the road and Service Family Accommodation are 
constructed precedent will be established for future development, the road providing access 
for the purpose.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 R Gant (Mr)    M G Lobb (Mr)   D Mountain (Mr)
     
 
(On behalf of residents of Boverton) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments:  
   

Background information 
Map of area of concern 

 
 
 

Supporting information provided by the petitioner (Boverton residents)



Basis for the petition against the Northern Access Road (NAR) and Service Families 
Accommodation (SFA) at Tremains Farm 
 
 
Quotes from the report by the Vale of Glamorgan Planning and Transportation Department  
 

‘Road Traffic: As there are planned new roads and junction improvements 
associated with the development and the development is likely to lead to 
an increase in road traffic on the existing roads in the local area, emissions 
from road traffic in the area could also increase’. 
 
‘predicted to experience a noticeable change in traffic flows and increases in ambient 
noise from traffic on new development roads affecting the amenity of existing and 
future site occupiers in close proximity’. 

  
‘The existing dwellings that would lie closest to the NAR and remaining SFA sites are 
those at Millands Caravan Park, Millands Farm, Old Froglands, Froglands Farm, 
Splott House, Rose Cottage and Oaklands.’ 
 
 

Thus, there is clear recognition that there will be a significant increase in traffic and 
consequent environmental pollution. 
 
Residences to the north/north-west of Boverton adjacent to the B4265, Monmouth Way, 
Denbigh Drive, Cardigan Crescent and Harding Close in particular, lie less than 60 metres 
from the proposed access road junction and 30 metres from the B4265 which will carry all 
additional local traffic. They are closer to the proposed junction than any of the sites referred 
to. They will be the most adversely affected of any in proximity to the development. 
 
It has to be remembered that these areas already experience a degree of pollution and, 
should the development proceed, will have to bear an unacceptable increase in all resultant 
pollution. There has been no consideration of this and it is of particular note that no conditions 
have been placed on the granting of the Planning Consent to protect these residents from the 
permanent affects of the development.  
 
It is planned to build the SFA’s, and indeed the NAR, on land previously designated in the 
plan as ‘recreational’.  The site is on green field land that enjoys the protection of the 
Assembly and Vale of Glamorgan policies.  Development of any description here, be it road or 
housing, will deprive the community at large of considerable amenity and be in contravention 
of these.   
 
It is also feared that since planning permission has been granted future development will 
ensue, as precedent will have been set. This will be of further detriment to the area. 
 
All but 9 signatories of a petition submitted to the Vale of Glamorgan Council Planning 
Committee objecting to elements of the planning application are residents of the area most 
likely to be affected.  Ninety-five per cent of those asked to consider signing the petition did so 
with just 18 of the 395 residents contacted declining to sign the petition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M Lobb 
(On behalf of petitioners of Boverton)  
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The Chair of the Petitions Committee 
Welsh Assembly Government 
Cardiff Bay 
Cardiff 
CF99 1NA        4  November 2009 
 
 
Dear Madam, 
 
Ref: PET(3)-14-09  and PET-03-227  
 
Further to your response to our petition, we should point out that there were three signatories 
to the petition and we would be grateful if you would consider the following.  
 
Before c onsidering t he detail of  our c omments pl ease be ar i n m ind t hat a lthough t here are 
aspects in common between the petitions of Llanmaes and of Bov erton, there are those that 
are specific to Boverton.  The major one of these is the lack of any consideration given to the 
residents of Boverton with r egard to th eir c lose proximity to th e B42 65, to th e pr oposed 
junction with the Northern Access Road and the new road itse lf. We particularly draw your 
attention to this in considering our response.  
 
 
Referring th en t o your l etter date d 28 Sep tember 20 09 (DFM-4 043-09) we will begin by 
commenting as follows on points raised in the responses you have received to the Llanmaes 
petition: 
 
‘Ministry of Defence is responsible for the housing element’ 
 
Response: We acknowledge this.  However, WAG is responsible for the protection, albeit 

conditional, of g reenfield/greenbelt sites and has legislation in place for that 
purpose. We would therefore submit that it is  ir relevant who is ‘responsible’ 
for the housing element in this context. WAG’s responsibility, and that of the 
Vale of  G lamorgan Planning C ommittee, i s t o protect such ‘g reen’ s ites 
wherever it is possible.  

 
 Given its impact, the initial destruction of any part of the Tremain’s Farm site 

based on the premise that the DTC and the  ABP project might reach fruition 
can only be considered to be a risk not worth taking until all parties reach full 
agreement that the project is to proceed. 

 
It is  of no te to us that the use of the ter m ‘greenfield’ is  used extensively in 
the documents supporting use and d evelopment of la nd at Tremain’s Farm. 
At the public meeting in  L lantwit Major, w here p ublic opinion w as 
overwhelming demonstrated to be against development outside the exis ting 
airfield boundary, Nicky Bailey denied that there is  any such description as  
‘greenfield site’ applicable to land in Wales.    

 
‘The requirement to deliver an enhanced ABP to accommodate the Welsh assembly 
Government’s proposals.’ 
 
Response: The Ro yal Air Force has o ccupied the airfiel d site  at St Athan and u tilised 

current access r outes fo r m ore than seventy years During th is p eriod it  
simultaneously operated the RAF’s la rgest Airc raft and Ground Engineering 
Maintenance Unit, its largest Ground Training School and the RA F’s Driving 
Training School.  Planning submissions include the recognition of ‘in excess 
of 10,000 personnel’ being on the strength of  t he b ase at  stages o f i ts 
existence. This testifies to the busy nature of the site in the past and should 

Response from the petitioner (Boverton residents)
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also be c onsidered t ogether with t he fac t th at our roads were, in g eneral, 
much less busy then than now.  

 
We submit that the applicants are duplicitous in using this fact in support of 
their submission, els ewhere claiming t hat the N AR is  essential f or the 
operation of a site that will, in all likelihood, be s maller that the one that 
previously occupied it. 

   
 The Defence Training Academy is unlikely in these times of reduced Armed 

Services streng ths to match prev ious milit ary t raining requirements ev en 
given it s tri-service nature .  Est imates of es tablishment a nd s trength o f the 
proposed DTC are n otoriously wide ra nging b ut it  seems un likely that they 
will exceed 3,000 in total. Many of these will not be commuting to or from the 
site but will be ‘living in’ as trainees.    

 
 The ABP is a to tally unknown quantity. Opinions are d ivided as to  whether 

such a project will be sustainable.  E ven if  it were to be, it  is hi ghly unlikely 
that it will exceed a strength of 5,000 employees either. 

 
 Added to this, the proposals provide for two other access routes to the ABP.  

These i n themse lves w ill, po ssibly with mod ification, adeq uately serve  the 
ABP sites.  

 
We t herefore s ubmit t hat t he c ase for t he NAR i s er roneous a nd t hat i ts 
ultimate pu rpose i s no t f or operational re asons but t o p rovide a ccess f or 
future development between the Eglwys Brewis Road and Llanmaes.  

 
‘The necessity to maintain the national and local security of West Camp for the MOD’. 
 
Response: The lac k of a No rthern Ac cess Road a nd th e proposals for an alte rnative 

route plac e W est Camp in no more je opardy than exists fr om adjacent 
housing and access routes to the site.   
 
Assuming the risks t o be physical in nature; elements who threaten national 
and lo cal securit y a re not ave rse to utilising buildings, in cluding private 
homes, as vantage points from which to launch devices at buildings or to fire 
on individuals inside secure areas.  The IRA was well known for such tactics, 
the most n otorious instance p robably ha ving b een the a ttack on Downing 
Street in 199 1. There can be no do ubt that any o ther th reatening agency 
would, if thought appropriate, use such tactics.  
 
It is also absurd to think that there is any more risk from existing traffic routes 
than will exist from the industrial site (ABP) that is to be built adjacent to West 
Camp or ind eed th e pro posed NA R. This would particularly be th e c ase 
during the c onstruction p hases of bo th DTC a nd ABP w hen con struction 
vehicles would provide effective bulk and deception to mount an infringement 
of security. 
 

 Given th ese ar guments, the  nature of the  existing W est Camp MOD  
establishment and any consideration of it b eing at r isk b ecause of s ecurity 
issues, should l ogically result in  it b eing r elocated to a mo re appropriate 
environment than it currently occupies. 

 
There are therefore, no mo re justifiable security grounds for the construction 
of the NAR than when the Royal Air Force was in occupation of the site.  

 
‘The necessity to avoid extraneous traffic passing through St Athan village’ 
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Response: I nstead all future traffic will be routed through the two hazardous junctions at 
Boverton and Llanmaes.  Another junction, also likely to prove as hazardous 
as those, is to be built between them.  

  
The t raffic, recognised as being at  ‘substantial levels’ in the future, will pass 
along the B426 5 at a pproximately 30 metre s distance fro m r esidences i n 
Boverton particularly th ose of M onmouth W ay and D enbigh Driv e.  T he 
inclusion of three se ts o f traffic lights at the p roposed junction will r esult in 
even more noise than is created by passing traffic. It s hould be remembered 
that this  ju stification of t he N orthern Access Ro ad will re sult in an 
exacerbation of t he pro blems tha t will be ex perienced by residents o f 
Boverton and the wider implications of the safety of all those who travel on 
the B4265. 
 
The provision of a ny measures to r educe t he e nvironmental affects of t he 
substantial increase in traffic and of  construction of the NAR on residents of 
Boverton has been totally ignored. One might consider that there is a human 
rights issue here! 

 
‘Safety aspects concerning airfield airside access and runway operation’. 
 
Response: As pr eviously men tioned, and as re ferred to i n the  letter d ated 26 August 

2009 from N icky Bailey, the R oyal Air For ce ha s ope rated th e airfield  f or 
more than s eventy y ears. Th is ha s probably be en with more  intensity than 
the ABP and DTC combined is likely to. 

 
 If construction of the  A BP is now c onsidered to lead to  en hanced r isk in  

respect of these issues there is a strong case not to build it at all!  
 
We would now like to refer to further issues raised by Nicky Bailey in her letter to Steve Ball 
by way of Rob Thomas, Head of Planning & Transportation at the Vale of Glamorgan Council. 
 
Public Consultation 
 
The developers place great store in their ‘Public Consultation’ exercise.  At the Public Meeting 
held in Llantwit Major a d irector of Metrix expressed his pride in it being the most successful 
of its  kind in  h is e xperience. The ef fort t hat we nt i nto t he C onsultation e xercise a nd it s 
success should be properly analysed before being acknowledged as successful or supportive 
of the developer's cause. 
 
We would li ke to d raw your attention t o c omments re ferred to in  documents that t hey 
themselves provide in support of their application for the St Athan project. 
 
Source: Community Engagement Statement, Dated April 2009. 
 
‘Consultations: 
 
Comments included: 
 
 • ‘Like many people, we found the first display very basic and lacking in detail’ 

• ‘I enjoyed the recent exhibitions but would have liked a little more detail’ 
• ‘The proposals as a whole are too vague to enable a true picture of what is 
proposed to be understood’ 
• ‘A very poor presentation, no information to be able discuss anything. Very juvenile 
map a six year old could have produced’ 

 
• ‘Very good presentation, looking forward to seeing the final plan’ 
• ‘Excellent display at the Gathering Place. Boards very informative and staff 
knowledgeable’ ‘ 
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‘Although positive comments were made about the information available during Phase One of 
the consultation programme, this was balanced with a similar number of negative 
comments. Many of these we re based around a perceived lack of detail, particularly on the 
draft plan.’ 
 
Again from their own supporting documents: 
 

• Five exhibitions were held 
• Invita tion letters were d oor-dropped t o 3 0,000 re sidents liv ing in the ar ea 

immediately surrounding and in c lose proximity to the s ite i ncluding S t Athan , 
Llantwit Maj or, Co wbridge, Rhoos e, B onvilston and t he s mall v illages loc ated 
between them. 

• Adver ts were placed in  the S outh Wales Ec ho, Barry &  Di strict New s, the 
Glamorgan Gem series and press releases issued to the key local media. 

 
As a result: 
 

• 300 members of th e p ublic a ttended ex hibitions in  St Ath an, Cowbridge and 
Llantwit Major (Note: 1% of those reached out to by invitation!) 

• A large number of c omments and questions focused on the potential impact of  
increased traf fic on the local area. Many of the se ex pressed concern over the  
impact of inc reased traffic  an d went on to d raw attention to specific ro ads, 
junctions, stree ts a nd/or villages that they f elt needed t o be gi ven p articular 
attention 

• 40 comment forms we re returned after initial exhibitions. After modification to the 
comment forms the total received rose to 78 (Note: 0.26% of those reached out 
to by invitation!) an d tw o workshops w ere s ubsequently o rganised and 
promoted, as were the exhibitions.  

• A further two meetings of Interest Groups covering Environment and Community 
welfare were then held with the familiar publicity methods employed  

• Over 100 people attended the Interest Groups over the two dates (Note: 0.33% 
of those reached out to by invitation!) 

• The Workshop o n C ommunity Fac ilities a ttracted ov er 45 attendees (Note:  
0.15% of those reached out to by invitation!) 

• The W orkshop on  Tr ansport a ttracted alm ost 70 attendees (Note:  0.23% of 
those reached out to by invitation!) 

 
A s econd r ound o f public exhibitions was he ld p rior to the s ubmission of  the Planning 
Applications with similar publicity given. It  is of no te though that an invitation letter was also 
posted direct to 1,900 local residents in St Athan and Llanmaes yet none to those of Boverton 
whose homes are closer to the B4265, the NAR and its junction than the vast majority of any 
of the others contacted. 
 
We w ould submit tha t the atten dance of a pproximately 100 people, the  ov erall group 
eventually in consultation, hardly reflects a consultative triumph; particularly as there seems 
to have been little o r no in put f rom Llantwit Majo r, the l argest conurbation in the area 
influenced by the development.  
 
It should also be borne in min d tha t the  c onsultation exercise would have in volved th e 
expertise of specialists e mployed by elements o f Government and c ommerce. We w ould 
furthermore r espectfully dr aw your attention to Pa ra. 3.3.e - Conclusion of the  C ommunity 
Engagement Statement that clearly shows the overall negative response from residents after 
the consultations. 
 
These results should be considered together with the views of petitioners at Lla nmaes and 
Boverton and the numerous personal letters that have been written in objection to aspects of 
the p roject. The f ailures o f t he V ale of G lamorgan P lanning Committee t o r ecognise t he 
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objections o r of th e developers to  accommo date a ny of the  o bjections is  a  cause for  g reat 
concern in our view and is one that should be addressed.  
 
We w ould dr aw y our attention to  the  fa ct that the petitions a chieved responses o f c95 % 
compared to the derisory results achieved by the developers in c onsulting with the public – 
achieved at far less expense and with far less effort.  
 
 
We would now refer to t he unreliability of statistics presented in the initial development brief 
as referred to in the Planning Application. 
 
The developers acknowledge that the requirement for 815 SFA’s was inaccurately assessed - 
by a factor of 40.7% by our calculation.  So too was the likely population that would live in the 
483 units.  
 
One of us  had e xpressed their v iew to loc al c ouncillors t hat the  originally p ostulated figur e 
was incorrect and also queried the f igure with the panel of developers at the public meeting 
previously re ferred to.  Re presentatives o f the developers were adamant tha t the originally 
quoted figure was correct.   
 
In papers presented to the Vale of Glamorgan Planning Committee the number of children of 
school age had been amended to reflec t a total of 821. This figure would result in an overall 
SFA population o f 1787 – as suming 2 a dults pe r household b ut excluding anyone above 
school age. This reflects an error of 41.5% above the original estimate!  
 
We also b elieve, based on  personal ex perience of air field operations, that ther e a re 
inaccuracies in the reporting of aircraft movements during its use by the Royal Air Force as 
reported in project documentation.  
 
Minor inaccuracies perhaps, but what of the other estimates and projections?  What of all the 
other s tatistics and m easurements? Can these be taken as accurate given their complexity 
when compared with the very basic and easily tested population figures?   
 
We think that if we were paying £1 5m for a  roa d for example we would b e very wary of a 
potential error of 40% in costing!   
 
 
On the issue of occupation levels of the SFA’s it is suggested that those for whom the houses 
are p rovided are unlikely t o purchase homes in the  l ocal area because, ‘a sailor is more 
likely to purchase his or her own house in or around Portsmouth or Plymouth where 
they could be spending most of their career’.   
 
We agree that this is a reasonable supposition in respect of naval personnel. One has only to 
make the most basic of e nquiries however to discover that the population of Llantwit Major, 
and in deed t hat of towns s uch as B arry and B ridgend, have been s wollen by s ervicemen 
based at St A than who hav e purc hased h omes in the ar ea during the ir c areers a nd 
subsequently s ettled here.  In deed the Brackla e state in Bri dgend was often referred to a s 
RAF Brackla during the latter years of RAF St Athan!  
 
A high pr oportion of s ervice p ersonnel prefer s to live off ba se and th is c an a lso be easily 
ascertained. It is also a mistaken belief that servicemen posted to St Athan will remain for just 
three years.  Many remain for a significant proportion of their service careers. All th ree of us 
are ex-servicemen and can attest to this  on the basis of our own long experience of military 
life. 
 
In consideration o f such errors in  estimates and assumptions we a lso have se vere doubts 
about the noise assessment results said to have been gathered in Monmouth Way, Boverton. 
Although lacking the skills and equipment to challenge the data scientifically, common sense 
alone indicates that traffic noise levels will be higher 30 metres from the B4265 than they will 
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be some 235 metres from the NAR on Eagle Road for example!   A fact seemingly overlooked 
by the  Vale of Glamor gan P lanners.  Wh at other potential err ors of fact or o mission are  
contained within the application we wonder. 
 
 
Further to the noise issues, the proposals contain no consideration for the provision of noise 
suppression measures on the B4265 or it s junction with the NAR despite the c lose proximity 
of the increased traffic to adjacent homes - a serious omission in our belief.  
 
It should be noted that the stretch of the B4265 adjacent to the e state on which Monmouth 
Way and Denbigh Drive are located is currently subject to a speed limit of 50 m.p.h.  During 
the collection of signatures for the Boverton petition many people commented on speeding on 
this road and the noise that already emanates from traffic using it.  
 
Complaints to the Vale of Glamorgan that the hedgerow bounding the B4265 is ineffective as 
a noise suppressant, particularly during the winter months, have resulted in the response that 
it is not there for that purpose and that the Council has no responsibility for its maintenance. 
An interesting response given proposals for such planting made in the planning applications!  
Nor apparently has the High ways Agency, who has also been contacted in this  regard, any 
responsibility in this matter it seems.  
 
Residents p articularly mentioned th e pr oblem of motorcycles.  We hav e no hesitation in 
asserting that motor cyclists regularly exceed 100 m.p.h. on this section of road, exceptionally 
we have timed a motorcycle travelling its 0.44 mile length in 13 seconds – an average speed 
of 114 m.p.h.! Comp laints made to  the police on safety issues have, of c ourse, been totally 
ineffective. Sadly we a dvise th at t hree fata lities have occurred o n th e B4265 b etween 
Llanmaes and St Athan junctions in a six-week period this summer alone. 
 
 
It is stated that the location of the Picketston FTA has been ‘carefully considered’ for the 
benefit of the DTC ’s requirements.  Might we ask what consideration is being given to local 
residents - in your opinion?  In ours it is none!  
 
We agree that Salisbury Plain is not a feasible option for the envisaged training.  The holding 
of e xercises fo r which such a  fac ility is n ecessary c ould ho wever be accommodated on  a 
number of c loser s ites even if they were t o entail a day or so away from base camp at St 
Athan.  This would give the adv antage of tak ing s tudents and s taff away fr om the  ‘c ollege 
campus’ env ironment that the DTC is  proposed to  be, ad ding gr eater realism to  such 
exercises. We c oncede that the  r etention of a s mall arms  ra nge is acceptable to meet the 
needs of basic weapons training and requalification. 
 
 
As to en vironmental issues, the much vaunted environmental plan gives more consideration 
to non-existent Dormice and of Otters for which there is very little evidence on the Tremain’s 
Farm site than is given to the human inhabitants of Boverton. Appreciative as we are of things 
environmental it is  enlightening to know where developers and planners alike place us in the 
scheme of things. 
 
 
In res pect of f uture development of remain ing g reenfield s ites in the  v icinity of Tre main’s 
Farm, L lantwit Major and St Athan in gene ral.  Alt hough the developers c laim to ‘have no 
intention to develop land between the NAR and Llanmaes’ it is  foolhardy in the extreme 
to ignore th e fact that the building of the SFA’s will set a pr ecedent for such building in the 
area.  Fur thermore, the construction of the NAR before any development of the airfield s ite 
will pr ovide acce ss a nd an excuse  to b uild should the St Athan pro ject be  shelved.  It is 
imperative therefore tha t the developers should n ot be gr anted permis sion to c onstruct the 
NAR un less in  ac cordance with the conditions p laced by the Vale of Glamorgan Planning 
Committee.  A ny attempt  to a ppeal against th e imp osed c onditions s hould b e s trongly 
contested and permission denied. 



 7

 
Referring to ‘Change of character of the area’ Ms Bailey s tates th at th e Vale of  
Glamorgan Lo cal Development Pla n id entifies St Athan as  a  ” key development 
opportunity”.  We would point out that Tremain’s Farm is not in or adj acent to St Athan or 
on the airfield.  Development should, in the view of almost all who have been petitioned, and 
certainly all but on e o f the  many re sidents th at we h ave s poken to, b e c onfined to w ithin 
existing airfield boundaries. 
 
Of the substantial community facili ties Ms Bailey re fers to  might we point ou t t hat they a re 
almost e ntirely c onfined to s ports facilities thereby r estricting th eir us e to those who so 
partake, notwithstanding the  in evitability o f there being significant r estrictions placed upon 
their use. The community at large will not therefore benefit at all!  To accrue benefits of any 
significance t he c atchment a rea would n eed to be s ignificantly larger with the r esult t hat 
inroads would be placed on the Green Travel Plan, which, in its self, is unlikely to achieve the 
optimistic forecast of benefits. 
 
 
Finally might we refer again to the NAR?   
 
It is  c laimed, a mong other j ustifications, that i t i s n ecessary t o e nsure s afe a nd effective 
access to the DTC and south ABP. The road is approximately 1.4 miles long. To access this 
and its junction with the B4265 from the M4 to the north, traffic will need to negotiate 6.8 miles 
of country road and lane, including single track lane; from the west, 8.9 miles of country road 
from B ridgend, an d f rom t he e ast th e r oad either t ransits through t he bottleneck of  
Culverhouse Cross and Barry, or the notoriously dangerous Five Mile Lane.  Alternatives exist 
in the many ‘rat runs’ currently used by local residents that would create even more significant 
impact if u sed.  Thes e fa cts a re acknowledged in  t he various documents th ough th ey are 
glossed over with questionable reasoning as to why they are of little consequence.   
 
To what extent then is the NAR of any safety benefit? 
 
In mentioning this we would respectfully draw your attention again to the significance that the 
developers place upon the NAR because of aspects of safety and transport infrastructure and 
to an application made to develop the derelict Dunsfold Airfield near Guildford. 
 
We acknowledge the differences between the two development plans, it would largely be for 
housing though would have included an element of industrial use, it was however rejected by 
Waverley Borough C ouncil Planning Committee, one of the r easons being t hat t he 
development would be unsustainable in transport terms.  
 
On appeal the Government Planning Inspector commented on:  ‘the very high overall level 
of sustainability and a low carbon lifestyle which the development would achieve’ yet 
concluded that  ‘the site is not in a sustainable location and little can be done to 
improve the existing infrastructure beyond minor alterations to road junctions’ 
and, mo st re levantly, ‘the additional vehicular movements resulting from the 
development would put severe and unacceptable pressure on an overstretched 
road network in which there is only limited scope for improvement’ 
 
 
We would draw your attention to an incident occurring on the afternoon of 2nd November 2009 
on a section of the B4265. See photograph attached.  You should note that this is a two way 
stretch of the road! This type of incident, and worse, occurs, not in the vicinity of St Athan but 
on approach roads. This occurred some 6 miles away from the base.  
 
We believe that the factors relating to the Dunsfold case apply equally to the development of 
St Athan airfield and that this precedent should be considered in parallel to our petition and to 
all other objections. 
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All of the abov e would indic ate to us  that the re are serious flaw s in  t he o verall pla nning 
process of the pro ject and thou gh we would wish it  success request tha t you tak e our 
observations into consideration.   
 
Again we emphasise that the basis of our petition is in consideration of the consequences that 
will be imposed on Boverton residents should the project proceed.   We  maintain that thes e 
have not b een adequately assessed o r m ade provision for an d tha t th ey should, befor e 
approval of the Welsh Assembly is given.  
 
We further c onsider that it  is  essential that the recommended conditions set by t he Vale of 
Glamorgan Planning Department are upheld and that it  is a matter of public confidence that 
deliberations on the issues of the St Athan development be more open to public scrutiny.  We 
feel strongly that thus far the views of those most adversely affected by it a re being ignored, 
their concerns not being responded to when there is validity in their arguments.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R Gant (Mr)   M Lobb  (Mr)   D Mountain (Mr)  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC. Ieuan Wyn Jones AM, Deputy First Minister and Minister for Economy and 

Transport 
Jane Hutt AM,  Minister for Children, Education, Lifelong Learning & Skills 
Andrew RT Davies AM,  Shadow Minister for Health and Social Services 
Alun Cairns AM, Shadow Minister for Heritage and Culture 
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Dirprwy Brif Weinidog /Deputy First Minister 

Bae Caerdydd • Cardiff Bay
Caerdydd • Cardiff

CF99 1NA

English Enquiry Line  0845 010 3300
Llinell Ymholiadau Cymraeg  0845 010 4400

Ffacs * Fax 029 2089 8198
PS.DeputyFirstMinister@wales.gsi.gov.uk

Eich cyf/Your ref P-03-227
Ein cyf/Our ref  DFM/00276/10

Christine Chapman AM
Chair - Petitions Committee
National Assembly for Wales
Cardiff Bay
Cardiff
CF99 1NA

Dear Christine,

Thank you for your letter of 2 February about the petition (PET -03-227) against the St 
Athan Development access road from residents of Llanmaes community. 

I am grateful for the Committee’s continued interest in this matter and have, of course, 
noted the petitioners concerns. 

However, it is inappropriate for me to comment on the issues raised for the reasons set out 
in my previous reply to the Committee.  The two issues on which you have sought my view 
were raised in the recent Public Inquiry into the draft Compulsory Purchase Order for the 
Scheme as well as during the planning process before that .  The Inspector will be making 
his report to me in due course a nd I am sure you will appreciate that I can make no more 
comment at this stage of the procedure.  

I will, of course, ensure that the Committee receives a copy of the Inspector’s report and my 
decision at the appropriate time. 

Ieuan Wyn Jones 
Gweinidog dros yr Economi a Thrafnidiaeth 
Minister for the Economy and Transport

28 February 2010
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