
 

 

For the attention of Cllr Owens, Chairman of PCNPA DMC for DMC meeting 

21st October 2020 

 

Ref: 

 

NP/20/0325/FUL-Rhigian, Dinas Cross, Newport 

NP/20/0150/FUL-Penfeidr Uchaf, Cilgwyn Rd Newport-reserved matters application 

following NP/18/0324/OUT for single dwelling 

 

Dear Cllr Owens, 

 

 

I write with regard to the above planning applications, both examples of the trend of 

designs which are being submitted and approved in Newport by the PCNPA.  

PCNPA SPG LDP2 sets out the criteria against which these applications should be 

considered, but the interpretation of these policies, results in developments being 

built that hugely detract from what Newport architecture has been up until recent 

years.  It now appears that a precedent has been set for designs that are totally out 

of keeping with the existing architecture, and are becoming the vernacular -

Newport's distinctiveness is being totally ignored. 

 

 

To quote but a few examples from SPG LDP2: 

 

 

132: Observation of the National Park's special qualities and local 

distinctiveness is paramount. 

134: New developments should be designed to enhance the quality of their 

surroundings. 

135: Traditional form and vernacular details of existing buildings should be 

treated with respect. 

136: Modifications including extensions to our older traditional buildings will 

need to reflect the local character and historic character.  Being sympathetic to 

the immediate and wider context. 

 

 



The officer's report for NP/20/0325/FUL  Rhigian refers to Policy 29 of LDP 1 which 

requires all development proposals to be well designed in terms of place and local 

distinctiveness (criteria(a)). Then states "The proposal design is striking and a very 

contemporary take on a traditional building, whilst respecting local character and 

materials". 

 

 

The Town Council comments that the size of the proposed building is too large.  

Other comments recommending it should be refused state that is causes significant 

visual intrusion and does not respect the sense of remoteness. 

 

 

 Policy 29 (now in LDP2) is also referred to in the officer's report for NP/20/0150/ 

Penfeidr Uchaf.  

 

 

The report states that both dwellings either side of the development were considered 

to be Policy 14 under LDP 1, so any new development would need to comply with 

policy14. It goes on to say that although the policy has been removed in LDP2, the 

presence of very traditional buildings to either side of the development is what gives 

rise to the character of the immediate area.  In contrast Newport Town Council's view 

is that the contemporary design element of the dwelling applied for is not in character 

with the surrounds. This illustrates the point of how a policy can differ in 

interpretation when it comes to contemporary designs being added on to traditional 

buildings.   

 

 

The officer states that both buildings either side if the development are considered to 

Policy 14 buildings. One remains traditional, the other (Penfeidr Uchaf) was granted 

permission for extensive additions to a small traditional cottage, including a very 

large extension on the west side, which is totally out of character with the original 

cottage.  This extension would probably now be referred to as a 'striking and very 

contemporary take on a traditional building'.  So, when the officer states that the 

presence of the traditional buildings either side of the development is what gives rise 

to the character of the immediate area, it has already been accepted that these 

'modern twists' on the original cottage is now the vernacular.  This in turn dictates the 

next property and the development in question on the land next to Penfeidr Uchaf (to 

avoid confusion it is called Llain Uchaf) is approved.  It has become an accepted 

design for that area, even though the so-called contemporary extension at right 

angles to a traditional cottage is totally out of place, with no obvious connection to 

the main house.  The local distinctiveness has been obliterated on these two 

properties. Both properties do not and will not adhere to the criteria of policy 14, 



which states that developments that cause significant visual intrusion, are 

insensitively and unsympathetically sited within the landscape and do not harmonise 

with the original cottage or the character of the landscape should not be allowed. 

 

 

Newport has become a playground for designers with fanciful ideas with no empathy 

for the existing traditional architecture. There is a heartfelt sadness within the 

community with regard to the type of development that has taken place in the last 

few years. It is obvious that the designers of these houses and planning officers find 

it acceptable to put these contemporary additions on traditional buildings and then it 

becomes the vernacular, changing the very nature of the places that the National 

Park Authority purports to protect. To read the policies and see how they are 

interpreted is breath-taking.  Several new developments in Newport are also breath-

taking for all the wrong reasons. It is as if they were planned for another place but 

ended up in Newport-the properties at bottom of Parrog Rd wouldn't look out of place 

on Swansea Marina and the properties on the top of Parrog Rd were obviously 

designed for a city location.   However, the two affordable properties at the bottom of 

Parrog Rd complement the existing council houses and the 14 affordable properties 

in Maes y Mynydd (part of the Bentinck development) are in the style of the terraces 

in King St and King's Terrace further along the road.  When the Bentinck 

development came before the DMC meeting, Cllr Michael Williams suggested that 

the development on the site should reflect the existing, and suggested a terrace of 

houses on the South and North of the site.  Instead, we have the properties that look 

in keeping with their surroundings tucked in a corner of the site, and the rest of the 

site crammed with very large detached houses commanding an eye watering price 

tag. 

 

 

It is very sad for residents to witness the changes that are taking place and feel 

impotent to stop buildings that are so alien to their surroundings. And it is not just 

residents who are in disbelief, holiday makers who have returned to Newport year 

after year are equally stunned at the changes they see when they come on their 

visits.  

 

 

I have no doubt the committee will decide to go with the officer's recommendation to 

approve the application for Rhigian and complete the reserved matters for the land 

next to Penfeidr Uchaf.  The future for Newport looks very bleak if designers 

continue to want to put their stamp on a development rather than creating a design 

that is appropriate to its location and surrounding, and the planning authority 

continues to give consent for such developments.   

Yours Sincerely, 



 


