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2 Exec utive summary
This representation objects to the allocation of  Site HG4(2)  – Land West of Maendy Road, 

Aberthin (Site 2299) within the Vale o f Glamo rgan Replacement Local Development P lan (RLDP).
 

The allocation pro poses approximately 25 dwellings as an affo rdable ho using -led development 

o n greenfield agricultural land fo rming part o f t he countryside imm ediately west o f  Aberthin.
 

The allocation is  unsound fo r these eight independent reaso ns.
 

1. The proposal conflicts with the Plan’s spatial strategy.

Aberthin is identified as  a Minor Rural Settlement, where development is expected to  be limited 

in scale and primarily related to local needs. A development of approximately 25 dwellings  

would represent around a 14% expansion o f t he settlement in a  single phase, introducing

estate-scale growth into  a  sm all rural village with very limited services. This represents  a 

material step-change inconsistent with the role of  such settlements within the hierarchy.

2. The site is not necessary for delivery of t he Plan’s ho using strategy.

The RLDP identifies  a ho using requirement of 7,890 dwellings and ho using provision o f 8,660 

dwellings, creating a surplus o f  770 dwellings above the requirement. Removal o f  HG4(2) 

Aberthin would still leave a surplus o f 745 dwellings, and even removal o f all HG4 rural 

affordable-led sites would leave a surplus o f 648 dwellings. The allocation is therefore no t 

required fo r the Plan to  deliver its  housing requirement.

3.   The RLDP evidence identifies affordable ho using need at a ward level (Cowbridge) rather 

than within Aberthin itself, and no  evidence has  been presented demonstrating a specific locally 

arising need within the settlement.

4.   The site makes only a negligible contribution to affo rdable ho using delivery . The site is 

expected to  deliver approximately 13 affo rdable homes, representing only 0.42% of t he Plan’s 

projected affordable housing delivery of  3,070 homes. The Plan is therefore no t materially 

dependent on the site to deliver its affordable ho using strategy.
 

5. The site is heavily constrained by flood  risk and drainage uncertainty.

Part of the site lies within Floo d Zone 3, where highly vulnerable development on greenfield 

land is  no t  permitted under Technical Advice Note 15 (TAN15) unless the development is 

esse ntial to the Local Development Plan. Given the Plan’s ho using surplus,  and no identified 

local  need, the site canno t reasonably be considered essential. In addition:
 

" no  detailed hydraulic model exists fo r the Nant Aberthin watercourse,
 

" no  Flood Consequence Assessment has been undertaken at allocation stage,
 

" groundwater susceptibility is classified as “Red –  high –  groundwater likely to be at or 

near the surface,” with a  recom mendation fo r 12 mo nths mo nitoring which has not 

been undertaken,
 

" surface water mapping indicates intermediate floo d  risk across part of the site,  and 

historical flood  data indicates  flooding



 
" the proposed SuDS detention basin location appears to  fall within Floo d Zone 3 

according to  Co uncil constraint  mapping, raising questions regarding compliance with 

SuDS design guidance,
 

" the v iability and performance of t he proposed drainage strategy has not been 

demo nstrated, including po tential effects o n the hydrology of  the nearby Co rs Aberthin 

SSSI wetland system, and
 

" no mo delling has been provided to  demo nstrate that development would not worsen 

floo d risk to  neighbouring properties, including those at Maes Llo i.

Take n together, these factors create substantial uncertainty regarding whether a compliant 

drainage strategy could be delivered and whether flood risk could be safely managed.
 

6. The site presents infrastructure and accessibility constraints.

Aberthin has very limited services and infrastructure. The settlement contains no shops and 

limited comm unity facilities, with most services located in nearby Cowbridge. Public transport 

prov ision is limited to infrequent bus services which cease in the early evening and do  not 

o perate on Sundays, and there are no  designated active travel routes connecting the settlement 

to  surrounding towns. The road network through the village, particularly along the A4222 

corridor, already experiences  traffic pressures and safety concerns. The Co uncil’s education 

evidence also  confirms t hat secondary school capacity serving the area is already under  

pressure, with additional places required to  accommodate projected growth.
 

7. The allocation introduces development into a sensitive landscape and environmental 

setting.

The site lies entirely within a Special Landscape Area, contributes to  t he countryside setting of 

the Aberthin Conservation Area, lies close to Co rs Aberthin SSSI, and contains established 

hedgerow boundaries forming part o f the historic field pattern of the Vale landscape.

 
 
8. The allocatio n represents a  clear departure from  the Co uncil’s published site assessment 

methodo logy.

Background Paper BP16 indicates that sites  affected by flood risk sho uld no rmally be discounted 

from further consideration. D espite multiple constraints  — including Flood Zo ne 3, groundwater 

susceptibility, and surface water risk —  Site 2299 w as no t  discounted. The  site was previously 

rejected during preparation o f  t he adopted LDP on the basis that it was unrelated to the 

settlement and constituted spo radic development in the countryside, and no material change in 

circumstances has been demo nstrated to  justify a   different conclusion.  Additionally, audit trail 

concerns are evident, e.g. N/A values  in justification co lumns.

Take n together, the evidence demonstrates that the allocation:
 

" is no t  necessary to deliver the P lan’s housing requirement o r  affo rdable housing 

outcomes,  and no  need has been established

" conflicts with national flood po licy (TAN15),



 
" is inconsistent with Council’s own site assessment methodo logy, and

 

" introduces development into  a  sensitive rural landscape with infrastructure constraints 

unnecessarily.
 

In conclusion, t hese matters demo nstrate that the allocation fails t he key tests of so undness: it 

is no t justified by t he evidence, is  not effective or deliverable due to  unresolved environm ental 

and infrastructure constraints,  and is  no t  consistent with national policy,  including Planning 

Po licy Wales (sustainable spatial strategy and protection o f  landscape) and Technical Advice 

Note 15 (floo d risk)

For these reaso ns, Site HG4(2) – Land West of Maendy Road, Aberthin should be removed from 

the RLDP.



 

3 Settlement Context: Abe rthin
 
3. 1 Settlement size an d character

Aberthin is classified as a  minor rural settlement.  It is a historic agricultural village built around 

the Nant Aberthin (Aberthin Brook), a tributary that flows into the River Thaw. The settlement is 

surrounded by agricultural land parcels and a  large common land called Stalling Down.
 

It is estimated to contain approximately 176 dwellings.

 

There is a close-knit community feel, with many residents  taking parts in community events 

organised by the village hall committee, such as  a duck race (where plastic yellow ducks are 

raced down the stream),  a free  bonfire and fireworks display held on the do wns, quiz nights, 

am ateur dramatics, and an annual Village D ay, which has  a  barbeque, m usic, and a dog 

sho w.

 
Aberthin has already been recently extended, under the last LDP.  In around 2017, 20 properties 

were built in Co urt close, 6 of t hose affo rdable. The settlement boundary was  redrawn to 

accomm o date the site, as can be seen in the map below,  m arked in red.
 

3.1.1 Settlement boundary
 



 

3. 2 Landscape an d Enviro nmen tal Context of A b erthin

The settlement is  characterised by its historic village form, traditional buildings, and strong 

relationship with the surrounding countryside. Much of t he landscape surrounding the v illage is 

designated as  a  Special Landscape Area by Vale of  Glam o rgan Co uncil , reflecting the recognised 

scenic quality and rural character of the Nant Aberthin valley and the wider Vale landscape. The 

historic character of t he settlement is also  recognised through the designatio n of the  Aberthin 

Conservation Area, which protects the architectural and historic character of t he village and its 

relationship with the surrounding rural landscape.

 
The surrounding countryside com prises a  network o f  agricultural fields defined by  historic 

hedgerow boundaries, fo rming part o f t he traditional field pattern typical of the Vale o f  

Glamorgan. The area is also  notable fo r its  historic environment , with several Scheduled Ancient 

Mo num ents and other archaeological features recorded in the surrounding landscape , reflecting 

long-standing human activity in the Nant Aberthin valley. The landscape also suppo rts  important 

ecological features associated with the Nant Aberthin watercourse and valley system, including 

the nearby Co rs Aberthin SSSI, a  designated wetland site protected under the Wildlife and 

Co untryside Act 1981. Public rights of w ay cross the surrounding farm land, providing access to 

the countryside and contributing to  t he rural character and recreational value of the area.

 

3.2.1 Landscape features

SSSI: sho wn in red, Conservation Area  – maroon bo undary, mo n uments in blue, ancient 

woodland in green crosshatch, and SINC in green ho rizontal lines



 

3.2.2 Surrounding countryside in SLA
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. 3 Services and f acilities

Aberthin has very limited services and infrastructure. 

Known facilities include:

" a sm all community centre  (a charity created to support itself , run by volunteers)

" two public ho uses, one of which has  been o perated and staffed primarily by t he sam e 

fam ily fo r approximately 20 years.

The pubs are bo th well attended. 

There are no  sho ps.
 

The nearest Medical Centre is in central Cowbridge.

 
Co wbridge primary and secondary  schools are within walking distance.  The schools  hav e had 

significant ov ersubscription issues for at least a decade, despite  recent expansion. There are no 

o ther easily commutable secondary schoo ls in the area.
 

3. 4 Transport acc essibil i ty

Public transport prov ision is also extremely limited:

" The nearest train statio n is in Pontyclun, 4.7 miles way

" There is only one  bus stop, located o n  one side of the road , fo r buses headed North. 

Although buses  do  stop in the o pposite direction,  taking residents towards Co wbridge, 

there is no  designated bus sto p, street furniture, or pavements, for safety purpo ses. The

sto p is also on a 90-degree bend with multiple side roads and o pposite a pub car park 

which all together pose  a risk to  personal safety .

"



Buses operate approximately hourly
" Services run only until around 7:30 pm

" No Sunday or bank holiday services exists. 

" Buses  are no t busy

 
There are no  designated cycle paths (Active Travel). A scheme went through consultation but 

met with multiple o bjections. So me of these  are relevant to  LDP planning elements,  such as:

o  The  high volume and speed o f  traffic on the existing highways , predominantly the A4222 

that runs directly through Aberthin

o  A lack of  segregated infrastructure in the area, w hich would fo rce cyclists to share space 

with cars in narrow sections.

o  The  lack o f street lighting in the area, which m ade the route unappealing for use at night 

o r during winter.

o  Co ncerns regarding installing lighting due to wildlife disruption 

The project has  been o n  hold fo r 3 years.

 
The settlement is  not  (fo r many) realistically walkable to  any nearby towns, including  

Co wbridge, the nearest town, the centre of w hich is 2km  away. There is a reliance o n Cowbridge 

fo r most  needs. In some  places  pavements do no t exist o r  are not co ntinuo us t hrough either  

side o f the village. Most  residents rely on car travel.

 
 
3. 5 Fl ood risks  and g eolog y

Aberthin is in a floo d risk area, with  most of t he heart of  the village in  floo d zo ne 3 and further 

parts in flood zone 2:
 

" Fluvial Risk (Riv ers) : The area immediately surrounding the Nant Aberthin is subject to 

floo d risk. Nant Aberthin joins the River Thaw,

 
" Surface Water: Due to its  position at the base of  the steep Pen y L a n  Road and Stalling 

Down, the village  and the adjacent field of the propo sed site 2299  are susceptible to 

local  flood risk caused by surface runoff during intense rainfall.  Groundwater also 

naturally flows do wnhill towards valley bottoms, where it can emerge as  springs or 

cause the water table to  reach the surface.

 
" Groundwater:  Much o f  the village and the surrounding valley floor  is classified  by the 

British Geological Society  as having a  High Susceptibility  to groundwater flo o ding. This 

means geological conditions (specifically t he permeable limestone bedrock and 

overlying river gravels) could enable groundwater to emerge at the surface or remain 

very shallow.

" Aquifer  Designation: The underlying Carboniferous Limestone is classified as a Principal 

Aquifer. These are layers o f  rock with high permeability that provide significant water



 
sto rage. In Aberthin, this leads t o a "flashy" groundwater table that rises rapidly in 

response to  rainfall.

 
" Alluvial Deposits:  The valley floo r contains permeable layers of  alluvium and gravel. 

When the nearby River Thaw o r  Nant Aberthin rises, it can "push" groundwater up 

through these deposits  into  low -lying areas, a process known as  groundwater-surface 

water interaction.

"      Under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) ,  the groundwater bo dy  in this part of t he

Vale o f Glamorgan is generally mo nitored for "Good" or "Poor" quantitative status.

 
Additionally, much of the centre and the surrounding agricultural land  to the immediate North 

and West has experienced historical floo ding and is in D evelo pment  Advice Map Zone  B



4 Site identification and baseline facts
 
 

4. 1 Site 2299  or HG4 ( 2)

Site 2299 is described as ‘Land West o f Maendy Road, Aberthin’, promo ted fo r 25 dwellings.  

Its’ status is undeveloped greenfield land (agricultural field). Current lawful use and any 

covenants/easements must be confirmed via Land Registry title and planning histo ry searches.

 
The site is one of 4 proposed through  po licy HG4 –  rural affo rdable housing-led site.

 
4.1.1 Si te map and details

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 2 Scale and p ropo rtionality

Aberthin is understoo d to hav e 176 dwellings. 25 dwellings = 14.2% increase in a single phase. 

This also follows a  development in 2017 which already saw a 13% increase, so the new 

development constitutes urban sprawl.



 
4.2.1 Si te map for  HG4 (2) in relationship to existing Aberthin settlement

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. 3 Dev elopment proposal  context diagram
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. 4 Key mapped con st rain ts/sensi tivities

 

•  Wholly within Special Landscape Area (SLA).

•  Partial Flood Zone 3 (so uthern end)  and broader fluvial sensitivity in the Nant Aberthin 

corridor.

•  Intermediate surface water risk across  approximately half the site (per Vale planning 

constraints mapping), with additional low surface water risk elsewhere.

•  Groundwater susceptibility identified as ‘red  – highest to ground’ and recommendatio n s  for 12 

mo nths groundwater monitoring  and FCA



 
" History o f  floo ding (DEVELOPMENT ADVICE MAP  Zone B)  across middle of  the site

•  Current (known) so uthern access who lly within  Flood Zo ne 3; width constraints fo r emergency 

vehicles.

•  No existing sewerage or drainage infrastructure on site.

•  Public right o f  way interacts with the so uthern access area  and proposed drainage features 

and run along western end from bottom to top of site

•  P roximity to  designated asset s (SSSI nearby,  SINC 165, Conservation Area se tting) and m ineral 

safeguarding (limestone safeguarding area).

" Historic hedgerow running do wn western side of site



5 Pri nciple, spat ial strat eg y, and previous rejection
 
5. 1 Conflict w ith the Pl an’ s Spatial  St rategy

 

The core objection is one of principle. The proposed allocation would release o pen countryside 

fo r estate-scale residential development in  a Minor Rural Settlement, contrary to the spatial 

strategy of t he RLDP.

 
The RLDP directs the majority o f housing growth to sustainable locations  —  higher-order 

settlements and service centres  — where employment, services, public transpo rt, and 

infrastructure are available. Minor Rural Settlements are not intended to accom mo date estate -

scale development; growth in such locations is expected to be very limited and typically 

confined to  local need or small-scale infill. Aberthin is not identified as a strategic growth 

location and no specific local affo rdable ho using need within the settlement has been 

demo nstrated.

 
This strategic approach is reflected in the ho using distribution set o ut in BP9A. Figure 2 shows 

that o nly 4.5% of total ho using growth is directed to Mino r Rural Settlements and Primary 

Settlements outside the Strategic Growth Area. Applied to the Plan’s total ho using prov ision of 

8,660 dwellings, this equates  to approximately 390 dwellings across all m inor  rural se ttlements 

over the 15-year plan period. By contrast, the overwhelming majority o f growth is directed to 

larger settlements:

 

Settlement Category Share of Ho using 

Primary settlements  in Strategic Growth Area  40.5%

Service centres                                                        26.4%

Key se ttlements                                                      24.9%

 
This distribution demonstrates that minor rural settlements are not intended to play a  

significant ro le in housing delivery, with growth instead co ncentrated in locations with stronger 

services, infrastructure, and sustainable transport connections.

 
Within this context, allocating HG4(2) Aberthin fo r approximate ly 25 dwellings would represent 

a 14.2% expansion o f t he settlement in a single phase, introducing suburban -scale development 

into  a small rural village with very limited services and infrastructure. Although described as 

“ small-scale,” the assessment fails to consider proportionality: a  14% expansion of a minor rural 

settlement canno t  reasonably be regarded as sm all -scale development.

 
The allocation t herefore represents  a departure from the Plan’s spatial distribution strategy 

rather than an implementation of it.



 

5. 2 Consistency with Pre vious Pl an E videnc e

The site was previously assessed during preparation of t he Vale o f Glamorgan LDP 2011 -2026 

and rejected. The reason for rejection was clear: t he site was considered unrelated to the 

settlement and would represent unacceptable sporadic developm ent in the countryside.  This 

reaso ning remains v alid.

 
The phy sical relationship between the site and t he settlement has not changed. The field 

remains a separate agricultural parcel outside the established built form of Aberthin. No new 

infrastructure, services, or settlement expansion has occurred that would alter this relationship.
 

Allocating the same site in the absence of any material change in context raises serious 

questions  abo ut the consistency and ro bustness of t he site se lection process.

 

5. 3 Internal In consis tency  i n the Council ’s Own Assess men t

 

The Co uncil’s Candidate Site Assessment contains a clear internal inconsistency regarding the 

status of  Site 2299. At Stage 1 the site is described as “ adjacent to  a minor rural settlement” 

(BP18A, p.14), w hich indicates t hat the land lies outside the settlement and fo rms part o f  the 

o pen countryside. However, at  Stage 2 the site is assessed o n  the basis that “a small -scale 

affo rdable housing led development  in a mino r rural settlement would accord in principle with 

the strategy” (BP18A, p.20).

 
These statements are incom patible. A site that  is adjacent to  a  settlement is not within it. The 

assessment therefore appears to assum e that the settlement bo undary will be extended to 

inco rporate the site, yet no explanation o r evidence is provided to justify such a bo undary 

change. This raises serious concerns regarding the transparency and robustness of the site 

selection process and suggests that the allocation may be site -led rather than plan-led.

 
5. 4 Scale Does No t R esolv e the  Principal  Conflict

The num ber of dwellings proposed does  not reso lve the  fundam ental policy conflict.

 
Ev en if the developm ent were reduced in scale, the underlying issue would remain: t he site 

constitutes development in the countryside beyond a defensible settlement boundary and 

represents estate-style expansio n rather than small-scale infill.

 

5. 5 Reliance Solely on Aff orda ble Housing Jus tification

The Co uncil’s own assessment makes clear that the only substantive justification fo r the site is 

the potential delivery of affordable housing.  No other strategic justification is provided.
 

Indeed, t he assessment acknowledges that:

 
" Aberthin has limited services and facilities, and

 
" public transport prov ision is relatively infrequent.



 
The reliance solely on affordable ho using as  justification is  problematic in principle. Affordable 

housing provision canno t justify  development in locations t hat conflict with the spatial strategy, 

particularly where the overall housing requirement is already exceeded , the plan target for 

affo rdable housing doubles the historic attainment and need for t he LDP to  contribute,  and 

alternative sustainable sites are available.

 
The detailed assessment of affo rdable ho using need and delivery is  addressed separately in 

Section [6] o f t his representation.



6 Affordable Housing, Spatial Strateg y, and Neces sity: Why 

HG4(2) Is Not Required
 

6. 1 The RLDP  Already Ex ce eds th e H ousing Requi rement (and Ex pli citly  Bui l ds in

Flexibility)
A key test in allocating additional ho using sites is whether they are necessary fo r the P lan to 

deliver its  housing requirement and strategy.

BP9A confirms a ho using requirement of 7,890 dwellings and total ho using provision o f 8,660 

dwellings, explicitly described as a 10%  flexibility allowance:

" “ The housing provision o f  8,660 dwellings ro unds to a 10% flexibility allowance…” 

" “ … it is  considered that a 10% flexibility should be considered a maximum…”

This creates a  surplus of 770 dwellings above the requirement (8,660 – 7,890), meaning the Plan 

is no t operating at the margin but already  includes a  substantial buffer.

Removal of HG4(2) Aberthin (2 5 dwellings) would leave provision at 8,635 dwellings, still 

exceeding the requirement by  745 dwellings. Even removal of all HG4 rural affordable -led sites 

(122 dwellings)  would leave provision at 8,538 dwellings, st ill exceeding the requirement by 648 

dwellings.

The P lan therefore retains a substantial flexibility margin without reliance on the HG4 rural sites.

These allocations are consequently discretionary additions rather than necessary compon e nts of

the ho using strategy.

 
 
6. 2 HG4 Rural  Affordable - Led Sites Rep resen t a Very Sm all Componen t o f Supply

and are n ot Numeric all y Essential
BP9A identifies “Affordable housing led sites”  (HG4)  as a limited element of supply  totalling 122 
dwellings across fo ur settlements (Colwinston 25, Aberthin 25 , Wick 50, Fferm  Goch 22).
This is 1 .4% o f  total Plan provision.

HG4 rural affo rdable-led sites  therefore represent a very small and numerically non-esse ntial 

compo nent o f  supply.  Numerically, the Plan is not dependent on these sites. As set out  above, 

even removing all HG4 sites, the Plan retains a surplus o f 648 dwellings abov e the requirement.

 
This confirms that these allocations are not structurally required fo r ho using delivery.

 
 

6. 3 The 3,07 0  Afforda ble Homes F igur e R ep res e nts Exp ec ted Delivery  — No t 

Demonst rated Need  a nd HG4(2) i s imm ateri al  to d elivery
A key point in interpreting the P lan’s affordable housing evidence is the meaning of the 3,070-

figure referenced throughout the RLDP evidence base.

BP9A confirms that:

“ the various so urces o f housing will contribute 3,070 affordable homes.”



 
This figure represents expected affordable housing delivery arising fro m the ho using supply 

identified in the P lan, including sites w ith planning permission, sites  under construction, ho using 

allocations, windfalls, and affordable-led sites. It is therefore derived from  t he overall housing 

supply and assumed policy perfo rmance, rather than representing a quantified level o f housing 

need that m ust be met in full. In other words, 3,070 is a projection of delivery, not a  measure of 

need.

The actual level of demo nstrated need is identified through the Local Housing Market 

Assessment (LHMA ) .  BP9A co nfirms t hat the LHMA identifies:

" 461 affordable ho mes per year, equating to

" 6,918 affo rdable homes over the 15 -year plan period.

This distinction is critical. 

Measure

Demonstrated affo rdable housing need (LHMA)

 

Number

6,918 homes

Affordable housing expected to be  delivered by the RLDP  3,070 homes

The P lan therefore anticipates delivering less  than half of the identified affordable housing need 

through the planning system. This is not unusual, as delivery t hrough planning mechanisms is 

constrained by factors such as development viability, ho using delivery rates, reliance o n  market 

schemes  to generate affordable units, and the availability o f subsidy and Registered Social 

Landlord funding.

However, this distinction is fundamental when considering the necessity of individual 

allocations. Because the 3,070 figure represents  expected delivery arising from  the overall 

housing supply, it is not a  target t hat m ust be achieved through allocating specific individual 

sites. The inclusion or exclusion of a  small site therefore does not materially affect the Plan’s 

affo rdable housing strategy.

This is particularly clear in the case o f HG4(2) Aberthin. BP9A indicates that affo rdable housing -

led sites are expected to deliver at least 50%  affo rdable housing, meaning HG4(2)  would prov ide 

approximate ly:

" 13 affordable homes from 25 dwellings,

with 62 affordable homes across all HG4 rural affordable -led sites  combined. 

The numerical impact o f removing the Aberthin site is therefore extremely small:

" Removing HG4(2)  Aberthin reduces affordable delivery from 3,070 to  approximately 

3,057 homes (0.42% reduction).

" Removing all HG4 rural affo rdable-led sites reduces delivery from  3,070 to 

approximate ly 3,008 homes (2.02% reduction).

BP18A states that “the 2023 L HMA indicated that the ward of Cowbridge has  a need for 230 

additional affordable units over the next 15 years  and this site could make an important 

contr ibution in meeting that.”  Ho wever, a  contribution o f  0.42% from  t he Aberthin site c annot 

reasonably be described as im portant and  is numerically negligible.

Accordingly, the Plan is no t materially dependent o n HG4(2)  Aberthin to meet its affo rdable 

housing delivery expectations. The loss of  the site would no t  undermine the Plan’s affo rdable



 
housing strategy or prevent the RLDP from  delivering the level of affordable housing the Co uncil 

expects to  arise from the ho using supply.

The evidence therefore demonstrates that HG4(2) Aberthin is not necessary for the P lan to 

achieve its projected affordable housing delivery.

 
 
6. 4 Afford able Housing D el i very F ram ework

 

Affordable housing delivery in Wales  is no t solely dependent on allocations o r planning 
o bligations secured through the Lo cal Development P lan (L DP). We lsh Government statistics 
show that affordable housing is delivered through a range o f  mechanisms, including Welsh 
Government capital grant programmes, housing association development, and direct local 
authority provision.

 
In 2024–2025, 3,643 additional affordable homes were delivered across Wales. Of these, 882 
homes  (approximately 24%) were delivered through planning obligations linked to market 
housing developments, while around 76% were delivered through other routes, primarily grant -
funded programmes and delivery by Registered Social Landlords and local authorities. This 
demo nstrates that the planning sy stem represents one component of the wider affo rdable 
housing delivery framework, rather than the principal delivery mechanism.

 
Within the Vale of Glamorgan, mo nitoring reports  indicate that 2,398 affo rdable homes were 
delivered between 2011 and 2025 under the current LDP period. Recent statistics also show 147 
local  authority homes  delivered in 2024–2025, demonstrating that council-led delivery 
programmes continue to contribute alongside ho using asso ciation developm ent.

 
The RLDP evidence suggests that  approximately half of identified affo rdable housing need may  
be delivered t hrough planning mechanisms associated with housing allocatio ns. When  
compared with national  delivery patterns —  where planning o bligations account for around 24% 
o f affordable housing provision  —  this represents approximately double the typical contribution 
delivered through planning mechanisms.

 
The available evidence therefore indicates that the RLDP is already expected to make an 
unusually high contribution to affordable ho using delivery t hrough planning mechanisms alone. 
Given national delivery patterns and the Vale’s historic delivery record, it is reasonable to expect 
that a  proportion of affordable ho using supply during the plan period w ill continue to arise 
through other established mechanisms operating alongside the LDP , including Welsh 
Government grant programm es,  housing association development, and local autho rity housing 
delivery.

 
The evidence therefore indicates that the Lo cal Development Plan sho uld be understoo d as one 
delivery mechanism within a wider system, rather than the principal mechanism through which 
affo rdable housing need is expected to be met.



 
6.4.1 Implications for Site Allocation

In this context, the justification for allocating additional sites primarily to  support affo rdable 

housing delivery becomes less  clear. If the RLDP already assumes  a level of provision through 

planning m echanisms t hat do ubles typical national delivery patterns, further allocations  risk 

o ver-provision relative to what is  required to  support the plan strategy , raising a po tential 

question of  plan so undness.

 
This is particularly relevant where proposed sites are  rural o r environmentally sensitive 

locations, or where development may introduce landscape, infrastructure or environm ental 

impacts affecting the rural character that defines much o f  the Vale o f Glamo rgan.
 

The evidence therefore suggests t hat the necessity for additional site allocations should be 

clearly demonstrated, particularly w here affo rdable ho using delivery m ay reasonably be 

expected to  arise through the wider delivery framework o perating alongside the planning 

system.

 

6. 5 The Eviden ce Base Id e ntifies th e G reates t Affordable Need i n Larger 

Settlements
The L HM A evidence summarised in the RLDP identifies  that  the greatest affordable ho using 

need is in:

" Barry

" Penarth / Llandough 

" Llantwit Major

" Dinas Powys 

" Rhoose

The  P lan’s spatial strategy directs  the overwhelming majority of growth to these areas and 

settlement categories: Key Settlements, Service Centres and Primary Settlements in the 

Strategic Growth area.  This alignment between identified housing need and the spatial 

distribution of growth is a central principle of t he Plan’s strategy.

 
By contrast, Minor Rural Settlements such as  Aberthin are not identified as  primary locations for 

addressing affo rdable housing need, and the evidence base does  not demo nstrate a  specific  

local  need within the settlement itself.  In this context, allocating a greenfield affordable ho using 

site in Aberthin appears inconsistent with the evidence base .

 
 
6. 6 The Council ’s “Local Need and Sup por t for Servic es” Justific ation R equires 

Evidence
The P lan suggests that rural affordable ho using allocations are intended to: 

" respond to  local affordable housing needs, and

" support local services and facilities.

However, the evidence presented within BP9A does not  demonstrate:



 
"      there is any  affordable housing need  locally within Aberthin,

"      What services exist that  can be supported by extra residents

 
The justification for HG4 rural affo rdable housing sites relies on two re lated propositions: that 

they respond to locally arising affo rdable ho using need and that they support the sustainability 

o f rural comm unities by helping to maintain local  services and facilities. However, the evidence 

base does no t  demonstrate a specific affordable housing need within Aberthin itself  (o nly the 

ward of Cowbridge).  Nor do es the settlement contain a  range of services that would realistically 

be sustained by a  development o f this scale . In these circumstances, the policy rationale 

underpinning the allocation appears weak. PPW and TAN 6 expects  rural affordable ho using to 

be genuinely  locally justified.

 
 
6. 7 Dev elopment Within  t he Wid er Corrido r

Housing development has taken place acro ss the  Cowbridge–Aberthin–Ystradowen corridor  in 

recent years. Within Aberthin itself, approximately 2 0 dwellings were com pleted around 2017 – 

2018, including affo rdable ho mes. T he redevelopment o f  the  former Cowbridge schoo l site 

between Aberthin and Cowbridge is currently under construction and will deliver approximately 

34 affordable home s . 
 

Further housing has been delivered  in nearby settlements,  including Maple Walk in Ystradowen 

(4 6 homes),  with expansion in the RLDP , the former po lice station site in Cowbridge  (14), and 

Clare Garden Village (475) Cowbridge. Indeed, Clare Garden Village development has still not 

been completed despite construction starting in 2019. This shows, demand for Executive or 

affordable homes is not in huge demand or the developers would have finished building by now.

 

Collectively, these developments demo nstrate that ho using supply, including significant levels of 

affordable ho using, is already being delivered within the surrounding area  and the corridor may 

already be at saturation po int.

 

6. 8 Overall Co nclusion

 

The evidence demo nstrates t hat the allocation of HG4(2)  Aberthin is no t  necessary fo r the RLDP 
to  deliver either its housing requirement or its projected affo rdable housing outcomes.

 
Ev en if HG4(2)  Aberthin were removed, the P lan would still exceed its ho using requirement by 
745 dwellings, and even if all HG4 rural affo rdable -led sites were removed the surplus wo uld 
remain 648 dwellings. These allocations  are therefore not  required to maintain an appropriate 
housing supply o r  flexibility allowance.

 
HG4(2) Aberthin itself is expected to  deliver approximate ly 13 affordable homes, reducing 
projected affordable housing delivery by o nly 0.42% if remov ed. Ev en removing all HG4 rural 
affordable-led sites would reduce projected delivery by o nly 2.02%. T he P lan is therefore no t 
materially dependent on these sites to achieve its affordable housing outcomes.

 



National evidence also  demo nstrates  that affordable housing delivery in Wales arises  through 
multiple mechanisms o perating alongside the planning sy stem.  The RLDP assumption that
around 50% of affordable housing need will be delivered through planning mechanisms 
represents a do ubling o f  the ty pical contribution m ade through the planning sy stem .

 
Ext ensive corridor  development o f housing supply and affo rdable is already taking place and 
may have already saturated this corrido r.

 
No  clear evidence has been presented demonstrating a specific local affordable housing need 
within the settlement.



7 Flood risk, sur face wat er, ground  water , dr ainage, and 

methodological conc erns
 

7. 1 TAN 15 Se ction 10 .22  – Highly V ulnerable D evelopmen t o n G re enf ield Land in 

Fl ood Zone 3
BP21A (p.15) states:

“ Fo r a proposed development site within Flood Zo nes 3 of t he Flood Map for Planning for Rivers, 

Section 10.22 o f  TAN-15 states that highly vulnerable development on greenfield land is no t 

permitted. Section 10.23 of TAN-15 states that other developme n t  proposals are acceptable if 

they are essential to  the LDP.”

This is the primary policy test.

" Residential development = highly vulnerable development. 

" The site is greenfield land.

" The southern part of the site lies within Flood Zone 3 .

" TAN 15 st ates highly vulnerable development o n  greenfield land in Flo o d Zo ne 3 is  not 

permi tted.

The o nly pote ntial exception pathway is if t he development is “essential to the LDP .” 

This site is not essential:

" The ho using trajectory demo nstrates o ver delivery.

" Strategic sites are already allocated and  v iability tested.

" Minor rural settlements are no t required to meet housing numbers.

" Affordable housing delivery is  already occurring in service centres along this corridor 

and through other delivery vehicles

" No need established in Aberthin

Accordingly, the allocation conflicts directly with TAN 15 Section 10.22.

 
7.2 Welsh Government Notification Direction – Escalation to 

Ministers BP21A (p.15) states:

“ It is recognised that the Welsh Gov ernment notification direction requires applications for 

Highly Vulnerable Development where the who le or part o f the site is within Flood Zo ne 3 on a 

Greenfield site to be referred to the Welsh Ministers. Any development proposals fo r this site 

which include residential use are therefore likely to be required to  be notified to the Welsh 

Government.”

This confirms:

" The seriousness o f the constraint.

" That residential development here triggers Ministerial scrutiny. 

" That the proposal is  not routine.

It is unclear whether this allocation has been formally notified to Welsh Government at  plan 

stage. Allocation without clarity o n Ministerial po sition introduces further procedural and 

so undness  risk.





 
7.4  Drain age,  SuD S Fe asibi l i ty and Gr oundwa te r Constraints

 

The hy drogeological and floo d  characteristics o f the area raise significant do ubt as to whether 

an effective Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS )  co uld be implemented on the site without 

creating additional flood or environmental risk.

 
Aberthin lies within a valley setting where several interacting flood mechanisms operate. M uch 

o f t he village lies within Flood  Zo ne 3, with surrounding areas within Flood Zo ne 2, reflecting 

fluv ial flood risk associated with the Nant Aberthin, which ultimately joins the River Thaw. In 

addition to  fluvial floo ding, the area is susceptible to  surface water runoff due to the steep 

to po graphy of surrounding higher ground, including Pen -y -Lan Road and the Stalling D own 

plateau, which generate rapid runoff during intense rainfall events that drain towards the valley 

floo r where the village and the propos e d  site are located.

 
Groundwater conditions present a further constraint. The valley floo r surrounding Aberthin is 

identified by the British Geological Survey as having high susceptibility to  groundwater floo ding. 

The site lies above Carbo niferous Limestone classified as  a Principal Aquifer, overlain by 

permeable gravels and alluvial depo sits associated with the Nant Aberthin valley. These 

geological conditions can produce a rapidly responding (“ flashy”) groundwater table in which 

groundwater levels rise quickly following rainfall and may emerge at the surface or remain very 

shallow. Interaction between river levels and groundwater within the alluvial deposits can 

further exacerbate this effect, with elevated river levels capable of forcing groundwater upward 

into  adjacent low -lying land.

 
These conditions create a challenging environment for SuDS design. Welsh SuDS standards 

require infiltration to  be demo nstrated as suitable for local ground conditions and to assess its 

effects on groundwater levels. Where groundwater is shallow or highly responsive to  rainfall, 

infiltration techniques such as  soakaways or infiltration basins m ay become ineffective or may 

worsen groundwater emergence and flooding. Introducing additional infiltration in a valley floor 

already prone to  groundwater rise could therefore increase the risk of groundwater flooding in 

surrounding parts o f  the village.

 
Ev en if infiltration t echniques were unsuitable and an attenuation -based system were propo sed, 

significant uncertainty would remain. Such systems require sufficient space  for attenuatio n 

features, exceedance routing, and safe discharge to  a  receiving watercourse. In this case, the site

is constrained by landscape sensitivity, established hedgerows, a public right of way, and its 

position at the base o f  surrounding slo pes where runoff naturally accumulates, raising do ubt as 

to whether a compliant SuDS  solution could be delivered witho ut substantial engineering 

intervention.

 
There are also  po te ntial implications fo r Cors Aberthin SSSI, which lies within the same

hydrological valley system. Wetland habitats are typically highly sensitive to changes in



 
hydrolo gy, groundwater levels and water quality, and development that alters surface water 

pathways, increases  runoff, or mo difies groundwater recharge patterns could affect the 

hydrological conditions supporting the wetland ecosystem.

 
To gether this creates significant uncertainty regarding whether a SuD S so lution could be bo th 

effective and environmentally acceptable. In the absence o f detailed hydrogeological 

investigation, seaso nal groundwater mo nitoring and robust  drainage mo delling demonstrating 

no  increase in flood risk o r ecological harm, the assumption that drainage issues can be 

satisfactorily resolved remains unproven. This uncertainty raises further concerns regarding the 

deliverability and env ironmental suitability of t he allocation.

 
7.5 Absence of a Detailed Hydraulic Model – Nant 

Aberthin BP21A (p.12) states:

“ The southern extent of the Site is partially located within Floo d Zones 2 and 3… No detailed 

mo del is available o f the Nant Aberthin.”

This is critical.

" There is no  detailed hydraulic model of the Nant Aberthin.

" Floo d extents are therefore based on national -scale mo delling.

" No localised calibration or site-specific mo delling has been published.

" Floo d depth, velocity, and hazard classification are not robustly evidenced.

Allocation of  highly vulnerable development without a detailed fluv ial mo del is precautionary -

risk deficient.

 
 
7.6 Absence of Allocation-Stage FCA

The assessment docum ented in BP21a fo r site 2299 was undertaken by  JBA Consulting. They 

note the assessment was purely  desk -based, taking information provided by others with no 

verification.

BP21A (p.17) states:

“ Any planning application for t he Site should be accompanied by an FCA which demonstrates 

how the proposals meet the requirements o f TAN-15.”

This confirms:

" An FCA is required.

" It has  not yet been undertaken.

" It is deferred to  application stage.

However, TAN 15 requires floo d consequences to  be demo nstrated as acceptable. 

Allocation of  highly vulnerable development in Flood Zo ne 3 without an FCA at plan stage 

means:

" Floo d consequences have no t  been demonstrated. 

" Mitigation feasibility has not been proven.

" Deliverability is  uncertain.



 

7.7 TAN 15 Section 10.18 – Flood Zone 2 Justification Pathway Not 

Engaged BP21A (p.15) states:

“ Section 10.18 of TAN-15 states that it is  possible to allocate sites within Flood Zone 2 where the 

propo sals assist the implementation of the strategy of  the LD P to regenerate or revitalise  

existing settlements or to  achieve key eco nom ic or environmental objectives.”

However:

" The site is no t within the established settlement form. 

" It was previously rejected as unrelated countryside.

" It do es not regenerate the settlement.

" It do es not achieve a key economic objective.

" It do es not achieve a key environmental objective. 

The Sectio n 10.18 justification pathway do es  not apply.

 
 
7.8 Surface Water Risk – “Minimal” Assertion vs Mapping 

Evidence BP21A states:

“ Surface water and small watercourse flood risk is minimal across the site…” 

However:

" Vale planning constraints mapping identifies intermediate surface water risk across 

approximate ly half of t he site.

" The site slopes from  no rth to  south toward Maes Lloi.

" P roposed dwellings fall within areas of intermediate surface water floo d risk.

" Proposed dwellings are in an area of historical flooding ( D EVELOPMENT ADVICE MAP 

Zo ne B)

" No surface water mo delling o utputs  are published. 

" No velocity modelling.

" No exceedance routing plan.  

" No no -wo rsening assessment.

Surface w ater risk has no t been robustly evidenced at allocation stage.

 
 

7. 9 Mappin g sh ows m ajor ity o f  p ropos ed  hous e s loca te d in  risk areas

 

The following m apping overlays show that 16 o f the 25 ho uses are in areas of either surface 

water risk or have experienced historical flooding

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 





 

7. 10  Groundwa ter – “R ed –  High” and 12 - Month  Monitoring Requirem ent
The site is classified “Red  –  High –  groundwater likely to  be at o r near the surface ” m eaning: 

Groundwater levels are either at or very near (within 0.025m o f) t he ground surface.

BP21A recommends groundwater monitoring over a 12 -mo nth period to capture seaso nal 

variation.

There is no evidence that:

" 12 mo nths mo nito ring has been undertaken.

" Basin performance  takes account of  high groundwat er. 

" Infiltration feasibility has been proven.

"      Climate change allowances have been applied to groundwater conditions.

Allocation prior to completion o f recomm ended monitoring is evidentially premature.

 
 

7. 11  Topography and P ote ntial Runoff Tow ard E x i sting At -Ri sk P ropert i es The site slopes 

from  no rth to  south toward Maes Lloi.

" Exist ing properties at Maes Lloi are largely within Flood Zo ne 3. 

" Residents  have noted drainage overload during wet periods.

" There is no evidence published that assesses  whether the propo sed  development would 

not worsen existing flo o d risks to  surrounding properties

" No quantified runoff co m pariso n between greenfield and developed s ites  is provided. 

" No exceedance flow mapping is published.

Downstream impact risk has no t  been robustly assessed.

 
 

7.12 Failure to Apply Council 

Methodology BP21A (p.13) states:

“ the approach ado pted by the Co uncil within its  assessment methodology was  for floo d risk to 

be given the strongest possible weighting…  sites  identified to fall within areas o f  floo d risk were 

discounted from  further consideration.”

This is unequivocal. 

However, this site:

" Lies partially within Flood Zone 3.

" Has m apped intermediate surface water risk. 

" Has groundwater classified “Red –   High.”

" Has access w ithin Flood Zone 3.

" Has a  history o f flooding (DEVELOPMENT ADVICE MAP Zo ne B) 

" Requires Ministerial no tification.

" Requires FCA and groundwater mo nito ring. 

" Requires SUDs viability assessment

" Requires SSSI/ecology assessm ent

 

This represents a clear departure from the Co uncil’s own stated methodo logy.



 
 
 

BP16 (p.20) states:

“ Sites located within Zone 2 w ill only be considered where:  It will assist, o r be part o f, a strategy 

supported by the Development Plan to regenerate an existing settlement or achieve key 

economic or e nvironmental objectives or address national security or energy needs; AND •  Its 

location meets the definition o f a brownfield site, And •  Is s upported by a  FCA that  indicates  

that t he potential consequences of a floo ding event for t he development proposed is found to 

be acceptable in accordance with the criteria contained in section 11 of TAN 15 (2021).

 
Sites located within Zone 3 will only be considered where: • The development is required under 

exceptional  circumstances, as defined in TAN e.g. addressing national security or energy security 

needs, reasons of public health or to mitigate the impacts of climate change, AND •   Its location 

meets the definition of a  brownfield site, And •  Is supported by a  FCA that indicates that the 

potential consequences o f  a flooding event for the development proposed is found to  be 

acceptable in accordance with t he criteria contained in section 11 of T AN 15 (2021).”

 
This site is within Flood zones  2 and 3, is not brownfield, has  no  FCA, meets  no ne of t he 

conditions in section 11, TAN 15 and is not required for exceptional circumstances.

 
The council do not appear to  have fo llowed any of these  element s of methodolo gy w ith regard 

to  flood  risk.
 

7.13 Soundness 

Consequences The allocation:

" Co nflicts with TAN 15 Section 10.22.

" Does no t meet Section 10.18 justification. 

" Requires Welsh Government no tification. 

" Proceeds without a ny hydraulic mo del.

" Proceeds without FCA.

" Proceeds without groundwater mo nitoring. 

" No-worsening test  absent

" No SUDs v iability  assessment

" Co ntains mapping discrepancies.

" Defers critical evidence to application stage.  

Accordingly, the allocation fails the soundness tests because it is:

" Not  Justified – no t  based on robust, proportionate evidence.

" Not  Effective – deliverability dependent o n  unresolved flood constraints. 

" Not  Consistent with national policy – specifically TAN 15 restrictions.



8 Infr astructure  Constrai nts

 

8. 1 Access Conside ra tions

Indicative plans suggest that access  to the propo sed development may be provided from the 

A4222 on the no rthern side of Aberthin. This would introduce an additional junctio n onto  a 

section o f road that already contains numerous access po ints and turning movements. Given the 

existing road layout and traffic co nditions, the introduction of a further access point warrants 

careful consideration in relation to  highway safety.
 

The existing so uthern access route also  presents constraints. It lies within  Flood Zone 3, is 

restricted in width, and  canno t  accomm o date emergency vehicles safe ly. Floo d events could 

potentially affect access and egress, which may have implications for both existing and future 

residents.

 

8. 2 Ex isting Road Environ ment

The  A4222 Maendy Road, which connects Cowbridge and Ystradowen through Aberthin, already 

carries significant traffic volum es, including heavy goods v ehicles. The road environment  

includes several features t hat influence traffic movement and safety, including:
 

" a 90-degree bend over a  bridge 

" multiple side road junctions

" pub car park exits and private driveways  accessing the road 

" limited  footpath provision and crossing po ints

" areas of reduced street lighting

These characteristics mean that drivers already navigate a  relatively com plex  road environment 

through the village.
 

Historic planning decisions also  indicate sensitivity around access to this road. In 1978, South 

Glamorgan County Council required the closure o f t he access from  Skaife House onto  t he A4222 

(Directly opposite the pro posed new entrance), as part o f  planning consent fo r development at 

The Spinney, Downs View Close , reflecting previous concerns regarding additional junctio ns 

along this section of road  (at a  time with far less traffic).

 

8. 3 Strategic T r ansport Poli cy Cont ext

The RLDP is suppo rted by  BP14  – Strategic Transport Assessment Stage 1 , which emphasises the 

impo rtance o f locating development where sustainable travel options are available and where 

the need to travel can be reduced. The assessment highlights  the ro le o f planning policy in 

encouraging mo dal shift toward  walking, cycling, and public transport .
 

The  Strategic Transport Assessment Stage 2 (BP14a)  identifies capacity pressures within parts of 

the local network. In particular, the  Aberthin Road / Cardiff Ro ad /  St Athan Road /  Eastgate 

junctio n is recorded as operating beyond theoretical capacity during the AM peak period . This 

indicates that parts of the local highway network already experience congestion during peak 

travel times.



8. 4 Car D ependency and Sustain able T ranspor t

The Strategic Transport Assessment highlights  that the Vale of Glamorgan has  relatively  high 

levels o f car ownership, w ith 83.4% of ho useho lds owning one or mo re vehicles. In sm aller rural 

settlements such as Aberthin, limited public transport and  no  active travel infrastructure mean 

that residents are likely to rely heav ily o n  private vehicles.
 

The Vale’s active trav el network is described within the transport evidence as  limited and 

fragmented in certain areas . Aberthin currently has:
 

" no  designated Active Travel routes

" no  pro posed routes within the  Active Travel Network Maps

" limited safe walking or cycling connections to nearby settlements  such as  Cowbridge 

and Ystradowen, with narrow or missing footpaths and poo rly lit sections.

An Active Travel scheme went through consultation but met with multiple objections. Some of 

these are relevant to LDP planning elements, such as:

o  The  high volume and speed o f  traffic on the existing highways , predominantly the A4222 

that runs directly through Aberthin

o  A lack of  segregated infrastructure in the area, w hich would fo rce cyclists to share space 

with cars in narrow sections.

o  The  lack o f street lighting in the area, which m ade the route unappealing for use at night 

o r during winter.

o  Co ncerns regarding installing lighting due to wildlife disruption 

The project has  been o n  hold fo r 3 years.

 
Public transport prov ision is also limited, with bus services operating approximately  hourly, 

ending in the early evening at 7.30, with  no  Sunday services. These factors m ay influence travel 

patterns and increase reliance o n  private vehicles.
 

8. 5 Cumulativ e Tr anspor t Considerations

As discussed earlier, extensive development has  occurred and is  still o ngoing in the Cowbridge– 

Aberthin–Yst radowen corridor.  These settlements are largely connected by the  A4222 corridor, 

which functions as the principal route linking the surrounding comm unities. The route already 

accommodates traffic associated with existing settlements and recent development.
 

In this context, the cumulative impact o f  additional development along the corridor  raises 

considerations regarding traffic growth, junction capacity, road safety, and infrastructure  

demand. These factors may w arrant careful evaluation when assessing additional rural 

allocations, particularly where the transpo rt evidence indicates existing pressures within parts o f 

the network.

 

8. 6 P olicy Considerations

Based on the transport evidence and local context outlined above, several policy considerations 

arise.



 

8.6.1 Conflic t with sustainable transport objectives

The Strategic Transport Assessment supporting the RLDP (BP14 and BP14a) em phasises t he

impo rtance o f locating development where sustainable transport options are available and

where reliance o n  private vehicles  can be reduced.

 

8.6.2 Infrastructure capacity and network pressures

Transport evidence identifies existing pressures within parts o f t he local highway network, 

including peak-period congestion at key junctions serving the area. When considered alongside 

recent and o ngoing development within the Cowbridge–Aberthin corridor, the po te ntial 

cumulative effect of additional traffic generation may require further assessment to  e nsure that 

local  infrastructure can accommo date additional demand.

 

8.6.3 Consistency with the RLDP spatial strategy

Planning Policy Wales and the RLDP strategy emphasises  directing development toward 

locations with stronger accessibility to services, facilities, and sustainable transport networks. As

a sm all rural settlement with limited transport connectivity, the role of Aberthin within this 

spatial strategy m ay require careful consideration w hen assessing the suitability of additional 

housing allocatio ns.

 

8. 7 Education capa city

The Co uncil’s education evidence (BP43 Educatio n) confirms t hat secondary e ducation provision 

serving the Cowbridge area is already under pressure .

Appendix F o f BP43 identifies that Cowbridge Comprehensive School will require an additional 

177 places  to  accomm o date projected demand generated by RLDP growth.

BP43 uses t he fo llowing pupil yield fo rm ula:
 

" Primary:  Dwellings × 0.278
 

" Secondary: Dwellings × 0.208
 

Applying this to a development of 20–30 dwellings at Aberthin would generate approximately:
 

" 6–8 primary pupils
 

" 5–6 secondary pupils
 

" approximate ly 1 Additional Learning Needs (ALN) pupil
 

BP43 also  confirms t hat  ALN prov ision across the authority is already under pressure .
 

The Aberthin allocation therefore adds additional pupil demand to an already constrained 

educatio n system.
 

Given that t he RLDP already provides 8,660 dwellings against  a requirement of  7,890 ( a surplus 

o f 770 dwellings) and affordable ho using delivery is already secured through larger strategic 

allocations, the additional education demand created by  HG4(2) Aberthin is unnecessary for t he 

delivery of t he Plan’s housing strategy .



 

9 L ands cape, Settlement Edge, Hedgerow  Protection, Public 

Right of Way, Conservation Area and Nearby SSSI
 

9. 1 Landscape an d h erit age setting sen sitivity

The pro posed allo cation HG4(2)  –  Land West of Maendy Road, Aberthin  lies  who lly within a 

Special Landscape Area (SLA) designated by Vale of Glamorgan Co uncil. Special Landscape Areas 

identify landscapes o f locally significant character and visual quality, and planning policy  

requires development within such areas to  conserve and enhance landscape character and  

av oid unnecessary harm  to valued landscapes .

 
The site comprises open agricultural land immediately west of Aberthin, fo rming part o f the 

rural valley landscape associated with the Nant Aberthin corrido r and contributing to  the wider 

countryside setting of t he village and surrounding landscape extending toward Cowbridge.

 
Key landscape characteristics include:

 
" o pen pastoral farmland typical of the Vale of Glamo rgan landscape

 
" stro ng hedgerow field bo undaries reflecting historic field patterns

 
" visual connection with the Nant Aberthin valley landscape

 
" a co ntinuous mature hedgerow along the western boundary running north – south

 
This hedgerow  forms a defining landscape feature, contributing bo th to  t he historic field 

structure of the landscape and t o ecological connectivity.
 

The existing development along  M aendy Road forms a clear and well-defined rural settlement 

edge to  Aberthin. The propo sed  site lies  beyond this edge and currently reads as  o pen 

countryside rather than part o f  the village . Development o f  approximately 25 dwellings  would 

extend the built form  westwards into open farmland, resulting in:

 
" encroachment of  residential develo pment into countryside

 
" erosion of t he clear distinction between settlement and rural landscape

 
" urbanisation of the existing rural settlement edge.

 
These changes would be particularly sensitive given the site’s location within a  Special 

Landscape Area.
 

The site also  forms part of the wider setting o f the Aberthin Co nservation Area, which protects 

the historic character and appearance of t he village under the Planning (L isted Buildings and 

Conservation Areas)  Act 1990. Aberthin is characterised by traditional stone cottages, a compact 

historic form,  and a strong relationship with the surrounding countryside. The open farmland 

west o f the village contributes to this rural setting and historic landscape context. Development



 
o f t he site would extend the built form into land that currently forms part of that setting, 

potentially altering the way the historic settlement is experienced within the surrounding 

landscape.

 
The site is also  located close to  Co rs Aberthin SSSI, a designated  Site of Special Scientific Interest 

recognised for its wetland habitats and ecological importance within the Nant Aberthin valley 

system.  SSSIs are protected under the Wildlife and Co untryside Act 1981 , and planning policy 

requires t hat development should  avoid Development Advice Map age to their special scientific 

interest and associated ecological systems .

 
The proximity o f the allocation to  Co rs Aberthin SSSI reinforces the  environmental sensitivity o f 

the wider landscape, particularly in relation to:

 
" hydrology and water movement within the valley

 
" ecological connectivity through the Nant Aberthin corridor

 
" protection of surrounding habitats that contribute to the ecological functioning of the 

SSSI.
 

9. 2 Significance and pro tection of th e b oundary  hedgerow

The  continuous hedgerow running along the western bo undary of the site is likely to  be of 

considerable ecological, historic and landscape value.

 
Hedgerows of t his type in the Vale countryside commonly:

 
" fo rm part of  historic field boundaries

 
" prov ide habitat corridors for birds, bats, and small mammals

 
" contribute significantly to  the  traditional landscape character of the Vale of Glamorgan

 
Such hedgerows may qualify as “Impo rtant Hedgerows”  under the Hedgerows Regulations  1997.

 
Where a hedgerow meets the criteria set out in these Regulations:

 
" removal requires formal consent from the local autho rity , and

 
" if the hedgerow is  classified as  important,  consent for removal must  no rmally be 

refused.
 

Removal of an important hedgerow without permission constitutes  a  criminal o ffence.

 
Given the continuous no rth–south structure o f the bo undary hedgerow and its role in the  

historic field pattern, there is a  realistic possibility that the hedgerow would meet the criteria for 

protection.





9.3.2 Legal implications of diversion

Any diversion of a Public Right o f Way requires a legal order under the  Highways Act 1980.

 
To  be confirmed, such an order m ust demonstrate that:

 
" the diversion is necessary to  enable the development, and

 
" the alternative route is not substantially less convenient o r  less enjoyable for the public .

 
Replacing a  path that currently crosses open countryside  with a route running along the edge of 

housing development m ay therefore attract o bjections from  users, residents, or rights -o f -way 

groups, potentially preventing confirmation o f  the diversion order.

 

9. 4 Interaction be tween t he p ath div ersion an d hedgerow  r emoval

The pro posed diversion appears to coincide directly with the  existing boundary hedgerow, 

suggesting that the development may require  removal o r substantial alteration of t his hedgerow 

in order to accom mo date the path and ho using layout.

 
If the hedgerow qualifies as an Im portant Hedgerow  under the Hedgerows Regulations 1997, its 

removal may  be  legally restricted or refused, creating uncertainty regarding whether the layout 

assumed by t he allocation could be implemented.

 

9. 5 Impli cations for sit e d eli verabili ty

The allocation t herefore appears to  depend upo n:
 

" diversion o f  an existing P ublic Right o f Way ,

 
" possible remov al or alteration o f  a potentially protected hedgerow , and

 
" development within an SL A and sensitive landscape  setting closely associated with the 

Co rs Aberthin SSSI and Nant Aberthin ecological corridor .
 

Each  o f these matters involves separate legal and environmental considerations , none of which 

can be assumed to be achievable at the plan allocation stage.

 
If the diversion were refused, o r  if removal of the hedgerow were not permitted, the layo ut 

assumed by t he allocation may no t be achievable in practice.

 

9. 6 Conclusion

The allocation of HG4(2) would introduce residential development into  o pen countryside within 

a designated Special L andscape Area, extending the settlement edge o f Aberthin into  land that 

currently contributes to the village’s rural setting and the wider setting o f the Aberthin 

Conservation Area.



 
The site contains a  continuo us  boundary hedgerow likely to  be of  significant landscape and

ecological value, which may qualify for protection under the Hedgerows Regulations 1997.
 

The indicative layo ut also  proposes diverting an existing Public Right of Way from its current 

route across open farmland to  a  narrow bo undary corrido r running between residential gardens 

and bo undary planting, fundam entally altering the character of the route, and raising safety and 

am enity concerns, particularly as the path would likely remain  unlit.

 
The site also  lies close to Cors Aberthin SSSI, further highlighting the environmental sensitivity of 

the surrounding landscape.

 
Take n together, these factors raise serious concerns regarding  landscape impact, heritage 

setting, environmental sensitivity, legal constraints, and the practical deliverability o f  the 

allocation, particularly given that the Plan already provides sufficient ho using supply witho ut 

reliance on development of this sensitive site.



10  Plan  Soundness and pot ential Misapplication of Policy HG4
 
10.1 Affordable Housing Exception Policy Must Operate Within National 

Policy Po licy HG4 allo ws for small-scale affordable housing-led development in Minor Rural 

Settlements, reflecting the Welsh Government policy approach to  rural exception sites.
 

However, such policies are intended to operate  within the framework of  the Plan’s spatial 

strategy, not to override it.

 
Affordable housing exception mechanisms are designed to allow  limited, carefully justified 

departures from  t he normal settlement bo undary approach where local need  is demonstrated 

and cannot otherwise be met. They are not intended to  prov ide a general mechanism  for 

allocating greenfield housing sites in rural settlements.

 
The allocation of Site 2299 appears to  rely on  HG4 as the  primary justification fo r development, 

rather than demonstrating that t he site aligns w ith the broader spatial strategy and site 

selection methodo logy o f  the P lan.

 
PPW  (12) allows rural affo rdable housing through  exception mechanisms , but only where 

certain conditions are met.
 

" sm all-scale

 
" genuinely local need  (not demo nstrated in Aberthin)

 
" propo rtionate to  settlement size  (2299 is disproportionate e state scale development)

 
" does  not undermine settlement strategy (o utside strategic growth and sustainable 

areas)

 
Development Plans Manual (Edition 3) states  that site allocations should:

 
" flow from  t he  spatial strategy

 
" fo llow the site search sequence

 
" be supported by a transparent assessment process

 
In other words:

 
Strategy → site selection → allocation

 
In the case of site 2299 the o rder appears reversed:

 
Site promo ted → affordable housing justification → boundary expanded → allocation.

 
That is the type of  site-led planning the m anual warns against .

 



10 .2  HG4 Overrides t he P lan -Led Site Sel ec tion Pr oces s

The evidence in the Candidate Site Assessment indicates  that the site has been taken forward 

so lely o n t he basis that it  could deliver affordable housing and there is no  indication that the 

assessment metho do logy has been carried out

 
This approach effectively allows HG4 to override the wider plan-m aking framework, including:

 
" the settlement hierarchy,

 
" the spatial distribution of ho using growth,

 
" the requirement to prioritise sustainable locations, and

 
" the established met ho do logy fo r identifying appropriate development sites.

 
This creates  a policy loophole whereby any countryside site adjacent to a  minor rural settlement 

could potentially be justified sim ply by proposing affo rdable housing.  This risk appears to have 

been realised. HG1, 3 and 4 were all rejected according to  t he assessment methodology but 

resubmitted as affordable led  upo n guidance: “but the site could be reconsidered as  a   sm all-scale

affordable housing led development”.

 
HG4(2) Aberthin was  previously  rejected in the 2011 -2026 LDP then crucially did no t  go  through 

the no rmal assessment process but went straight to allocation as affo rdable -led. This creates  a 

precedent for any candidate site, including those previously rejected to be submitted as 

affordable-led and potentially be allocated without robust  assessment.

 
Such an approach undermines  the plan-led system  and the spatial strategy on which the RLDP is 

based.
 

10 .3  Lack of Evid ence Tha t the Site Is N ecessary t o Deliver Affordable H ousing

 
The justification for the site relies o n  reference to  t he Local Housing Market Assessment 

(L HMA), which identifies  a need fo r additional affo rdable ho using within the relevant ward  o f 

Co wbridge.
 

However, the existence o f an identified need does not in itself justify t he allocation o f  specific 

countryside sites.

 
The RLDP must  demo nstrate that:

 
1.  the affo rdable housing requirement cannot be met within the overall housing supply, 

and
 

2.  the pro posed site represents the most appropriate and sustainable location to 

contribute to meeting that need.



 
Neither has been demonstrated.

 
As previously discussed, the RLDP already prov ides a significant surplus o f  ho using prov ision 

over the housing requirement, including substantial capacity within mo re sustainable 

settlements.

 
In these circumstances, the allocation o f a  countryside site so lely o n t he basis of  affo rdable 

housing provision i.e. HG4 exception,  is no t justified.
 

10 .4  Soundness Im pli cation s

For a Local Development Plan to  be sound it must  be:

 
" Justified –  based o n  a robust  and credible evidence base and the mo st appropriate 

strategy.
 

" Co nsistent with national  policy.

 
" Effective and deliverable.

 
The reliance on Policy  HG4 as t he primary justification for Site 2299 raises concerns in respect of 

all three tests.
 

In particular:

 
" Justified: T he evidence base does  not demo nstrate that the site is necessary to  deliver 

the P lan’s ho using or affordable housing o bjectives,  or that there is any evidenced need 

in Aberthin

 
" Co nsistent with National policy:  The allocation does  not appear to arise from a  

consistent application of t he spatial strategy or site selection  methodology and  does  not 

take account of flood risks in accordance with policy . The approach risks undermining  

the plan-led system  by allowing countryside sites to be allocated solely on the basis o f  

affo rdable housing prov ision.

 
" Effective and D eliverable: The number of constraints  lack mitigation evidence, e.g. no 

FCA, SUDs assessment, overall site viability assessment  and other missing assessments, 

the limited infrastructure of t he area  is no t mitigated, and o nly summary financial 

viability is provided,  and this has discrepancies

 
For these reaso ns, the allocation o f Site 2299  using HG4  cannot be considered justified or so und.



11  Conflicts with methodology, shifts, audit trail concerns, and gaps
 
11 .1  Candida te Sit e Assess ment  Methodology (B P 16 )

 
11.1.1  S i te Assessment Criteria Outcomes

 
Site 2299 has been assessed against  35 criteria within the candidate site assessment framework. 

Of t hese, 12 criteria are recorded as green (no  identified co nstraints to development ). Fo ur 

criteria are marked as red, which represent the most  significant level of concern, typically 

indicating a  m ajor  constraint to development, potential conflict with natio nal policy, or 

insufficient information to suppo rt the assessment .

 
A review o f the scoring suggests t hat so me classifications may warrant further consideration , as 

below, and may  increase red scores  to 6.  A site could be rejected o n the basis of a single red 

sco re (p10).

 
11.1.2  Potential Issues i n the Scoring

 
11.1.2.1  En vironment and Physical Constraints

 
The site is recorded as  Amber  under the category o f  Environmental and Physical Constraints . 

However, part of the site lies within  Flood Zo ne 3 and therefore appears to engage the 

requirements of  Technical Advice Note 15 (TAN15), specifically the  Justification Test and 

Acceptability of Consequences tests set out in Sections 10 and 11 .

 
Guidance provided in Background Paper BP16 (page 20)  states that sites located within Flood 

Zo ne 3 will only be considered where specific criteria are met. These include:

 
" The development is  required under  exceptional circum stances,  such as tho se relating to 

national security, energy security, public health, or climate change mitigation.

" The site meets  the definition o f   previously developed (brownfield) land.

" The pro posal is suppo rted by a   Flood Consequences Assessment (FCA)  demonstrating 

that t he potential consequences of floo ding are acceptable in accordance with the 

criteria contained within Section 11 of TAN15 (2021) .

 
In the case of  Site 2299:

 
" No exceptional  circumstances have been identified.

" The site is  greenfield rather than previously developed land.

" No evidence has  been presented demonstrating compliance with the  acceptability o f  

consequences test .

 
Further, on page 7 o f the guidance:



 
“ Flood r isk – sites located within either a TAN 15 Defended Area, or Flood Zone 2 or  3 area which 

do not meet the just ification test and acceptability of  consequences  section 10 and1 1 out in TAN 

15 wil l not pass the ini tial sifting .”

 
In light o f t hese factors, the classification o f  Amber within this category  is surprising, as  it 

appears the site should have not have even passed initial sifting.

 
11 . 1.2. 2  Land scape Con sid eration s

 
The site is also scored Amber  under the Special Landscape Area criterion.  However, the scoring 

guidance indicates that a  site should be classified as Red where it is predominantly greenfield 

and wholly located within a Special Landscape Area or a Registered Landscape of Outstanding or 

Special Historic Interest.

 
Site 2299 is identified as  greenfield land  and lies entirely within a designated Special Landscape 

Area. Based on the stated sco ring methodo logy, this suggests  that a  Red classification could be 

mo re consistent with the guidance prov ided .

 
11.1.3  FCA requirement

On  page 22 t he FCA requirement and discounting rule  is clear:
 

“Sites which are not accompanied by a FCA or do not meet the tests shall be automatically 

discounted fr om further consideration.”
 

Site 2299  does not have an FCA, so sho uld have been discounted.

 

11 .2  Deposi t assessm ent a udit -t rail co nce rns (B P 18A) and un explained  shifts Inconsistencies

in the deposit candidate site asse ssment narrative  are noted:
 

" BP18A p.14 describes the site  2299 as confo rming with strategy/initial filter and uses 

language indicating it is  ‘adjacent’ to the settlement; later narrative suggests it is ‘in’ the 

settlement without a  published boundary justification.

" BP18A p.20 notes ‘suitable for further consideration’ while listing  constraints  without 

explaining why those constraints  did not prevent progression under BP16.

" BP18A p.34  significantly  downplays  floo d risk (references only a  part in Flood Zo ne 3 ) and 

does  not reflect mapped intermediate surface water risk covering aro und half the site , 

historical flood  data, and ground water risk.

" BP18A p.77 contains a  ‘Acceptable at PS st age’ recorded as “N/A”  for site 2299 and a 

‘Justification’ field recorded as “ N/A” fo r site 2299, which undermines transparency.

" BP18A also  indicates that detailed site profo rmas exist and are av ailable on request. The 

Co uncil should disclose the full Site 2299 proforma used fo r decision -making, including RAG 

sco ring rationale and any override decisions.

" BP18A p.34  – indicates a viability assessment has been submitted  for site 2299 which 

demo nstrates that the site is deliverable as an affordable housing led site. Only a summary



 
table has been published, which appears to under cost, and may need validating in light o f  

floo d risks, SUDs viability, no  sewerage on site, and contributions to education and 

infrastructure costs cited elsewhere.

 

11 .3  Independent viabili ty evidence gap and deliverabil i ty risk (B P42 A)

 

" BP42A (December 2025) provides Independent Financial Viability Assessm ents o f  five 

strategic/key sites. Site 2299 is no t  included. P lanning Policy Wales (PPW 12) directs  

that: “as  part  of  demonstrating the deliverability of housing sites, financial viability must 

be assessed prior to their inclusion as  allocations  in a development  plan. At the 

‘Candidate S ite’ stage of development plan prepar ation, landowners/developers must 

carry out an initial site viability assessment and provide evidence to demonstrate the 

financial deliverability of their sites.”

" BP42A states it is concerned with financial viability only and not broader  constraints. 

" Site 2299 is not a low -risk site;  it is flood constrained, and requires a  robust

management plan, SUDs v iability needs testing (extending to  SSSI implication),  requires 

full new sewage/drainage infrastructure, has access  uncertainties and SLA landscape 

constraints. These drive abnormal costs. Witho ut site -specific viability testing, 

deliverability and affo rdable ho using delivery cannot be assumed.

" Site 2299 has v iability tension:  as abno rmal costs rise (flood mitigatio n, SuDS, 

groundwater management, highway works,  sewage/drainage installation, and potential

o ff-site reinfo rcement), affordable housing delivery is typically the first  pressure point. 

The RLDP must evidence deliverability for this site, not assume  it.



12  Tests of soundness
For the RLDP to  be so und it must be Justified, Effective and Consistent with National Policy.

 

12 .1  Not Justifie d

The allocation is  not supported by proportionate evidence:
 

" the RLDP already prov ides 770 dwellings above the housing requirement
 

" the site contributes only 0.42% o f projected affo rdable housing delivery
 

" no  specific local affordable ho using need has  been demonstrated within Aberthin
 

" the site conflicts with the spatial strategy which limits growth in Minor Rural 

Settlements
 

" the allocation represents a departure from  the Council’s own site assessment 

methodo logy

" the allocation lacks a  transparent audit trail
 

" does  not demo nstrate why this constrained countryside site is the most appropriate 

o ptio n, particularly given delivery elsewhere in the corrido r and strategic sites

 

12 .2  Not Effec tive

The site canno t  be shown to  be deliverable because:
 

" significant flood risk constraints remain unresolved
 

" no  Flood Consequence Assessment has been undertaken
 

" groundwater monitoring recommended in the evidence has not been com pleted
 

" the SuDS strategy has not been demo nstrated to  be viable
 

" potential impacts on Co rs Aberthin SSSI hydrology have not been assessed
 

" no-worsening test absent
 

" access, drainage, and infrastructure constraints remain uncertain
 

" viability is not independently tested or fully costed

 
12 .3  Not Con si stent w ith  N ation al Poli cy

The allocation conflicts with Technical Advice Note 15 (Flood Risk) because:
 

" the site partly lies within Flood Zone 3
 

" residential development is highly v ulnerable development
 

" TAN15 states  such developm ent sho uld not occur on greenfield land in Floo d  Zone 3 

unless  essential to the LDP



 
" the RLDP already contains a substantial ho using surplus, meaning the site cannot be 

considered essential

 
 
 

12 .4  Conclusion

For these reaso ns the allocation of HG4(2)  – Land West o f Maendy Road, Aberthin cannot be 

considered so und.
 

The site should therefore be removed from the RLDP.
 

10.3 Not consistent with national policy: the allocation co nflicts with natio nal o bjectives fo r 

sustainable location and robust flood risk m anagement (including safe access/egress  and no 

worsening).



13  For mal request and pr oposed modifications
 
 

1.  Primary  request: delete Site 2299 from  t he RLDP and remove it from Policy HG4.

2.  Settlement boundary: do  no t  redraw the Aberthin settlement boundary to  include this 

field parcel; if already redrawn, reinstate the defensible bo undary aligned to existing 

built form  unless a  published boundary review justifies change.
 

Ev idence disclosure requests (minimum) : 

 
a.  Ro bust evidence  qualifying necessity under HG4 , aligned to national policies  

b.  Full Site 2299 proforma (BP18A indicates proform as exist and are available o n 

request), including all sco ring and override rationale.

c. Full FCA including m o delling outputs, assumptions, and climate change 

allowances for both fluvial and pluvial events, surface runoff from surrounding 

slopes, high groundwater susceptibility, principal aquifer conditions, cumulative 

testing, implications on  the nearby SSSI wetland habitat, ecology  assessment,  

and no  worsening test .

d.  Surface water modelling demonstrates  intermediate risk treatment, exceedance 

routing, and no worsening.

e.  The advised  12-mo nth Groundwater mo nitoring and data

f. SuDS feasibility and design, including implications o n  the nearby  SSSI and 

ecology.

g. Drainage strategy demo nstrating fo ul connection feasibility, capacity, and any 

required off -site reinfo rcement.

h.  D ry access/egress assessment for residents and emergency vehicles during flood 

events.

i. Highways feasibility: access locatio n, visibility, swept -path tracking, and road

safety audit.

j. Active travel and public transport assessment with deliverable mitigation 

package and funding mechanism.

k. Landscape/visual assessment fo r SLA impacts.

l. Eco logy and heritage appraisals including SSSI proximity and Conservation Area 

setting.

m .   Site-specific viability appraisal (including all abno rmal costs) demo nstrating 

affo rdable housing deliverability.

3.  Co nfirmation regarding protection of  hedgerow 

4.  Co nfirmation regarding PRoW




