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Countryside Council for Wales  

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Other Natura 2000 sites and Ramsar sites in 15km of County Borough 
Boundary 

A new HRA appendix will be prepared to take into demonstrate the reasons why only 
these four sites were considered in detail – and others eliminated from further 
investigation.  The main reasons for this are mainly due to distance – making impacts 
unlikely or very difficult to attribute to development in Bridgend.  For example, sites 
such as Cwn Cadlan SAC, Coed Nedd a Mellte SAC and Blaen Cynan SAC are most 
likely to be adversely affected by direct disturbance or possible water table changes 
– but development in Bridgend is ‘downstream’ of these are therefore unlikely to be 
an impact.  Sites such as such as Crymlyn Bog SAC/Ramsar is quite distant from 
Bridgend and the impact of development in Port Talbot will be a much greater 
influence, that that of Bridgend.   

There is the possibility that increased traffic from Bridgend County Borough on the 
M4 and A4054 could have air quality impacts on the Cardiff Beech Woods SAC.  
However, given the numerous other developments in south Wales, demonstrating 
impacts of development in Bridgend is not possible, and therefore screened out.     

The appendix will be less detailed than the site form for other Natura 2000 sites (and 
Ramsar), simply setting out their reasons for designation, vulnerabilities and reasons 
for being screened out of the HRA. 

Correction for Kenfig SAC 

We note the need to differentiate between priority features and primary reasons for 
designation, and the need to clarify that management of the dunes is as important as 
sediment supply.  Changes will be made in a revised HRA. 

Re-screening 

Detailed policy screening will be necessary as the LDP develops.  However, we will 
screen out impact on sites outside the County Borough – including Dunraven Bay 
SAC. 

 

 

In-combination impacts 

It is agreed that it is important for the HRA to pick-up in-combination impacts.  
However, this process needs to be kept manageable.  Impacts in particular that 
continuing with the HRA of LDP will need to consider are with waste and minerals 
planning (part of the LDP), transport plans (also likely to be part of the LDP) and 
water resource planning. 

Sustainability appraisal  

Meeting the requirements of the SEA Directive/Regulations 
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In the SA/SEA of the Deposit SA/SEA a table will be included demonstrating how the 
regulatory requirements of the SEA process have been met. 

Schedules of consultation 

SA reports will include a schedule of consultation.  A summary of changes following 
scoping consultation were included as an appendix for the final scoping report. 

SA of the Vision and Objectives 

Following the comments of CCW the appraisal of the objectives has been reviewed.  
The revised appendix is included as an attachment.  The CCW comments remark 
that additional work may have gone into the appraisal of LDP objectives that has not 
been shown, this is not the case.  These are objectives for the Plan and do not set 
policy – therefore, their only real significance in moving towards sustainable 
development is whether they are fully carried through into LDP policies and 
proposals.  More detailed appraisal is also difficult given that these are objectives 
and it is not always clear what implementing them will mean for development.  
Therefore, we feel the level of detail in the appraisal of objectives is appropriate for 
the task, and do not propose to look at these in any further detail.  However, if a 
revised set is prepared for the LDP Deposit the SA will need updating.  

SA of Growth Options 

CCW note that they were not consulted on the appraisal of growth options.  This was 
due to the timetable of LDP preparation and it was the Council’s decision on how 
consultation was undertaken at that stage.   

The CCW is welcome to comment on the SA of the growth options (and the options 
themselves). 

Comments on 6.3-6.8: It is agreed the SA should refer to the significant 
environmental effects of the various options.  However, this could not be very precise 
given the very different ways the options could be implemented.  As CCW identifies 
this section does not include mitigation suggestions.  It may be possible to include 
these here, however, mitigation of impacts is included in the policy appraisal.  We 
believe that this level of detail is most suitable here, and would hope the Council 
takes these suggestions into account in moving forward with the LDP. 

Comments on 6.11 – 6.13: CCW notes that there should be appraisal of the 
implication of the preferred growth option.  This is not included in this section of the 
SA but is part of the appraisal of strategic option in Appendix 4 and the appraisal of 
policies. 

Comments on 6.14-6.21: CCW note that more detailed appraisal should be carried 
out of the employment options.  The difficulty with additional appraisal was the 
detailed review of sites had not been completed at the time of the SA of options, 
therefore the SA was based on limited evidence.  The SA identifies that this may be a 
problem in defining a sustainable strategy for the LDP, as is the level of existing 
commitments.  
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We agree with the CCW comments of the SA/SEA being an iterative process with 
plan making.  Therefore, would recommend the Council make sure they put in place 
the mechanisms for this SA to influence plan making during any continued evolution 
of strategy, preparation of policy and choice of allocation. 

The CCW comment that certain elements of the assessment seem to have been 
carried out separately to the SA/SEA.  It is not clear what is meant by this comment, 
it is true that options appraisal was undertaken prior to this first formal reporting 
stage.  However, this was to fit with the LDP preparation process and the appraisal of 
options is necessary to meet the SEA Regulations.  Options appraisal was part of the 
internal iteration of SA and LDP preparation. 

Existing commitments 

The SA agrees with CCW comments of the difficulties of existing commitments, 
meaning that some impacts of development are inevitable.  The sustainability 
impacts of existing commitments will need to be a consideration of moving forward 
with the LDP to Deposit. 

Comments contained Annex 1 of CCW response (and not covered above) 

Change log: A ‘change log’ of how the SA comments and recommendations could 
help demonstrate how the SA has been used in plan making.  This would need to be 
prepared by plan makers. 

Comment on 3.1: It is not clear how the sustainability objectives do not meet the 
legal requirements.  All of the matters listed in Schedule 2 of the SEA Regulations 
(Wales): biodiversity (including flora and fauna), population, human health, soil [land], 
water, air (climatic factors), material assets [energy, minerals], cultural heritage 
including architectural and archaeological heritage [built environment] and landscape.  

Comment on 3.2 – 3.3: The SA specifically chose to limit the consideration of ‘other 
plans and programmes’ to those with specific relevance to the SA and LDP.  This is 
to avoid long lists of policies and programmes that add little to the SA process. 
Therefore, this does not include many international and national legislative 
requirements, nor lists of national strategies where relationships with planning in 
Bridgend are very limited.   

Comment 3.11/3.12: This point is noted – suggested indicators will be incorporated 
into monitoring proposals for the next stage of SA. 

The sustainability framework will be updated for the next stage of the SA, this is likely 
to be reworking of the ‘supporting objectives’ to ‘decision making criteria’.  This will 
give the desired direction of change for each objective that would represent a 
movement towards more sustainable development and therefore be more self-
explanatory for the sustainability appraisal. 

Comment 3.13: Consideration of compatibility will be included in moving forward 
with the SA.   
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Comment on table 3.1:  The update of the sustainability objectives will include some 
additional material suggested by CCW.  This includes greater emphasis on natural 
open space, enhancing habitat connectivity, new sub objective on air quality,  

Those where we may not make a change in response to CCW comments: identifying 
the need for significant development to have suitable historic landscape assessment 
(although this point is noted and will be considered in relation to the SA of any policy 
relating to historic landscape), assessment of environmental impacts of minerals 
proposals are covered through other objectives. 

Comments on section 4: The purpose of SEA is noted, additional wording will be 
incorporated in this section in moving forward with the SA of the LDP. 

Comment on section 7:  The SA consultants also undertook an SA of the spatial 
options (shown in Appendix 4), this covered similar matters to the Council’s own 
appraisal but from an independent viewpoint.  We would be reluctant to include the 
Council’s SA in the SA report – as the LDP preparation and SA are intended to be 
independent (yet inform each other).  It is the view of the SA that the findings in the 
SA report (Appendix 4) should be taken into account by the LDP team.  The process 
for consulting on options was determined by the Council. 

Details of mitigation policies are given in Appendix 5 and section 9.  For the appraisal 
of the options an assumption has to be made that they would be delivered according 
to mitigation policies, eg protecting and enhancing biodiversity, historic heritage, 
avoiding pollution impacts etc. without this the appraisal would be too difficult to 
manage and identify the most noteworthy differences in delivering sustainable 
development between alternatives.  

The need for as full as possible review of commitments is raised by the SA as a 
significant factor in delivering a sustainable spatial strategy, and one that is noted 
might be a limitation of any strategy pursued. 

Comment on 7.8:  

Accessibility and air quality: This comment is noted.  The appraisal of options is 
based on different distribution of development around the County Borough (where 
this information is available), and therefore reflects the relative impacts of high 
growth in one area vs low growth in another.  

Using previously developed land: Information on the quantity of greenfield land 
required is very difficult to establish from the information available at the time of the 
appraisal.  Appendix 4 does include some details of the relative impacts of each 
option. 

Comment on 7.9:  Noted. 

Comment on 8.6: Noted – comments will be incorporated where suitable in moving 
forward with the SA. 

Comment on 8.7: Noted – comments will be incorporated where suitable in moving 
forward with the SA. 
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Comment on 8.9: Noted – comments will be incorporated where suitable in moving 
forward with the SA. 

Comment on 8.10: Noted – comments will be incorporated where suitable in moving 
forward with the SA – particularly in relation to Networked Environmental Region 
work. 

Comment on 8.13 and 8.14: The SA agrees that more detail needs to be presented 
on commitments.  This should be part of the LDP or as a publicly available evidence 
base for the LDP.  The SA could therefore comment on the suitability of these sites 
and their review. 

Comment on 8.15: Noted – agreed. 

Comments on SA of policies 

Agree with CCW that policies may need to be clarified and improved to implement 
sustainable development. 

Comment on 8.23: Noted – comments will be incorporated where suitable in moving 
forward with the SA. 

Comment on 8.24/25: Noted 

Comment on 8.27: A ‘/x’ etc symbol will be used in future to indicate where impacts 
can be both positive and negative – rather than a ‘?’. 

Comment on 8.43: This point is noted.  However, it is difficult for the SA to say if 
constraining the supply of coal would also constrain demand.  If demand is not 
managed then environmental effects of importing coal from other countries may be 
higher – especially where there a less rigorous safeguards and controls on operation 
and management. 

Comment on 9 and 10: Noted. 

Comment on 11.4: This point is noted. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments from the Countryside Council for Wales 
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Environment Agency Wales 
 
The comments from the Environment Agency Wales (EAW) on the SA 
primarily relate to the use of their data in the appraisal process.  This is noted 
and this additional material will provide an essential information source in 
moving forward with LDP preparation and to support the SA.  The SA will 
continue to seek inclusion of policies in the LDP relating to the protection of 
water quality and resources, as well as other issues such as avoiding air 
pollution. 
 
For the HRA the comments relate to the role of EAW in granting permissions 
and consents.  The role of the EAW is noted and one that the LDP preparation 
team must take into account in developing proposals for the plan area. 
 
Comments on the Habitats Regulations Assessment (screening) 
 
Comment: The EA support the finding there may be impacts on the Natura 2000 
sites.   
Response: Noted 
 
Comment: Where a protected site could be affected by water quantity/quality or air 
quality EA could a permitted/consenting role.  Additional consents may cause a strain 
on the resource. 
Response: Noted 
 
Comment: Potential water abstraction and discharge requests from development 
could impact on the SACs, as stated in the HRA.  These will be subject to individual 
HRA or CRoW assessment where appropriate.  The EA and Welsh Water should be 
consulted under the Review of Consents for each individual SAC site.  Reviews for 
Kenfig, Crymlyn, Blackmill Woodlands and Dunraven Bay are available on request 
from EA. 
Response:  This is noted.  If necessary these Reviews of Consent could inform the 
SA and the EA should make these available to the LDP team. 
 
Comment: Most of the SACs are currently at risk or are effected by poor air quality.  
Increase in industry and traffic in the areas near the SACs could lead to further 
contribution to air quality impacts.  Air Quality Assessment are completed for these 
sits. 
Response: The HRA includes detail of air quality risks on sites.  It will continue to 
urge the LDP preparation team to consider the air quality impacts on vulnerable sites. 
 
Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal  
 
Comment: The Environment Agency Wales hold information on the environmental 
issues in Bridgend County Borough. 
Response: SA team have received the information and will ensure it is referred to in 
moving forward with the SA. 
 
Comment: Concerns over the accuracy of the data used in the SA. 
Response: The data has been reviewed and although there are gaps in the data 
used for the sustainability appraisal there are no conflicts.  The SA will seek to 
ensure that the flooding and water quality issues are properly covered in the LDP 
during all stages of preparation. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments from other individuals / organisations 
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Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal  
 
Comments on the SA primarily relate to detailed matters on  the content of the 
SA.  Other comments, although written as a response to the SA, are matters 
for the LDP team to take into account in moving forward with the plan and 
developing policies.  These comments will provide a useful source of 
information in moving forward with subsequent stages of the SA. 
 
 
Comment:  The SA has a bias in favour of wind power.  
Response: The LDP does not include detailed policies yet and therefore there has 
been no opportunity to appraisal specific renewable energy options or site allocation.  
The SA is in support of lower carbon energy, but this could be from a variety of 
source, including small scale generation associated with individual buildings or 
groups of buildings.  This could include wind energy as an option, but also solar 
power, ground source heat pumps and alternative fuels. 
 
Comment: Agree with the SA that appropriate waste water treatment infrastructure 
will have to be in place to avid impacts on water quality from new development. 
Response: Noted. 
 
Comment: No mention of sustainable drainage systems to reduce flood risk. 
Response: The SA Infrastructure policy SP15 (in Appendix 5) identifies the need for 
the policy to refer to sustainable drainage systems to reduce flooding. 
 
Comment: No mention of the Water Framework Directive. 
Response: The SA does refer to the need to protect the water environment as one 
of the overarching objectives for the SA.  This will include complying with the water 
framework directive. 
 
Comment: We see no need to maintain coal stocks.  It is hypocritical to talk about 
sustainability if future opencast is allowed, as opencast can never be sustainable it is 
only profitable to private open cast companies, is damaging to health and wellbeing 
and the environment, provides little employment or wealth to the localities that are 
directly affected by the development.  
Response: This point is noted.  However, it is difficult for the SA to say if 
constraining the supply of coal would also constrain demand.  If demand is not 
managed then environmental effects of importing coal from other countries may be 
higher – especially where there a less rigorous safeguards and controls on operation 
and management.  The SA will endeavour to ensure that policies are in place to 
reduce the impacts of coal extraction on local communities and the environment, 
through planning conditions and controls.  As well as policies to help reduce energy 
demand in the County Borough.  National policy requires coal resources are 
safeguarded from sterilisation, but this policy does not presuppose their extraction. 
 
Comment: Air pollution from industry such as opencast should also be reduced and 
recognised as having huge impacts on local communities and their health and 
wellbeing. 
Response: More detailed stages of appraisal will seek to ensure the LDP contains 
policies on protecting local communities from adverse air pollution impacts and 
hazard. 
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Comment: When an area is rich in biodiversity and habitats but not protected we 
would hope Bridgend can recognise the importance and value of such an area to 
local communities. 
Response: The SA will seek to ensure the LDP contains policies to value 
biodiversity wherever it is found and that all new development sites should seek to 
incorporate biodiversity enhancement measures. 
 
Comment: Any development on greenfield sites should be disallowed. 
Response: Previously used land is a priority for development.  However, greenfield 
sites will be needed to support the demand for new homes in Bridgend, including 
from the existing resident population.   
 
Comment: Concern of the potential contamination of the lower Ogmore River due to 
run-off, we endorse that this requires continuous monitoring. 
Response: The SA will include water quality targets as part of the monitoring 
framework.  Water quality will continue to be monitored by the Environment Agency. 
 
Comment: Agree with the findings of the SA that over-allocation of employment land 
may lead to development in less sustainable locations and could mean that 
greenfield land allocations are taken up in preference to previously developed or 
town centre sites.  Fewer sites should be allocated for employment. 
Response: Noted. 
 
Comments on the SA of greater relevance to LDP preparation:  no greenfield 
development, no opencast mines, sustainable drainage systems, serious concerns 
about the erosion of the coast line due to dredging, extensive flooding (with greater 
frequency) on the fields south of the A48,  
 
Other comments: promote Green Gyms to protect the environment, give higher 
importance to agricultural land and farmers should diversify 
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Comments on the Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening 
 
The majority of comments on the HRA relate to detailed matters.  Comments 
on the HRA also need to be taken into account by the LDP team in moving 
forward with plan preparation.   
 
Comment: The HRA fails to address the wind energy development proposed by 
WAG. 
Response: This HRA cannot address national policy, including the strategic search 
area for wind energy.  However, it may be suitable for the HRA to consider ‘in-
combination’ effects on the internationally designated nature conservation site in 
proximity to the search area.  
 
Comment: HRA maps are illegible. 
Response:  To keep file sizes down the site maps have to be quite low quality, 
although these clearly show the site boundaries.  The buffer zones show the areas of 
key settlements as labels on the maps – and therefore should be legible. 
 
Comments on the HRA of greater relevance to plan making:  The LDP needs to 
secure the prevention of any further development in the countryside near the Merthyr 
Mawr Warren.  This will ensure that the LDP protects the integrity of the Merthyr 
Mawr Warren and does not provide the opportunity for additional detrimental impacts 
which may alter an otherwise acceptable screening conclusion for this SAC. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 1 
Sustainability appraisal of the Local Development Plan Objectives 



 

Key to appraisal symbols  
  
The LDP objective is compatible with the sustainability objective and 
likely to contribute to the achievement of greater sustainability 
 

● 

  
The LDP objective is likely to detract from the achievement of greater 
sustainability according to the identified sustainability objective 
 

x 

  
The LPD objective does have a relationship with the sustainability 
objective, but the exact nature of this is complex or unpredictable, or 
multiple impacts potentially both positive and negative 

? 

  
No identifiable relationship between the topic covered in the policy and 
the sustainability concern 
 

–  
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PLACES                 

OJ1a Bridgend as a 
regional hub 

 ? - ? ? ? ?  - - ? - -   

This objective should help to increase 
accessibility to new jobs, homes and services by 
providing a central focus for these developments.  
However, without maintenance and 
enhancement of travel choices, there could be 
adverse impacts on accessibility of these 
developments for residents of those settlements 
in the County Borough with poor access to 
Bridgend town.  This objective may require the 
expansion of the town onto peripheral green 
land, with the risk of adverse impacts on 
biodiversity and landscape. 
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OB1b Revitalise 
Maesteg 

? ? ?  ? ?  ? - - ? - -  ? 

Delivering new development in Maesteg is 
essential in revitalising the role of the second 
largest town in the County Borough.  It needs to 
be the focus of a large proportion of new 
development to reinforce its role as the main 
service centre for the Llynfi Valley.  This 
obligation should help provide accessible jobs 
and services for the existing and future residents 
of the area.  It will be necessary to ensure the 
allocation of land for new development can 
demonstrate deliverability and is meeting the 
needs of developer.  This is essential in order to 
secure the necessary regeneration of the area.  
This objective may require the expansion of the 
town onto peripheral green land, with the risk of 
adverse impacts on biodiversity and landscape. 

OB1c Porthcawl 
premier seaside resort 

? ? - ? 
?/
x 

?/
x 

 ? ? -  - -   

Focus on Porthcawl as a tourism destination 
should help improve local wealth creation, 
although it will be important to ensure this 
includes the creation of high quality jobs and 
higher spend visits.  Development should also 
proceed in a way that does not harm the 
biodiversity assets, including local internationally 
protected sites, nor the high quality landscape 
character, although there is the risk of harm in 
this sensitive location.  Regeneration of the 
waterfront should help provide new homes, make 
efficient use land and improve the built 
environment character; development will have to 
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take into account risks of tidal inundation.  The 
LDF should identify new employment sites. 

OB1d Realise potential 
of the Valley Gateway 

 - - ? ? ? - ? ? - ? - -   

There is potential for the Valley Gateway to be a 
focus of development that has good access by 
public transport.  Development in this location will 
need to reduce impact of additional transport on 
from development on the M4 corridor.  At least 
part of the site identified for development in this 
area are currently used for community use, 
including playing fields, should be retained for 
this community use.  This area is also important 
to the current economy of the County Borough 
and identifying additional employment land may 
be necessary. 

OB1e Reduce traffic 
growth etc. 

? -    -    - - - - ? ? 

If successfully implemented this objective should 
help meet several sustainability objectives.  
Central to achieving this, is for the LDP policy 
and proposals, to help support a variety of travel 
choices and promote development that reduces 
the overall need for travel.  Aiming to reduce air 
pollution from transport can have benefits for 
human health and sensitive natural habitats. 

OB1f Integrated 
transport solutions 

? -    -    - - - - ?  

This objective is closely linked with OB1e.  
Achieving integrated transport can have a variety 
of benefits including reducing the number and 
length of car journeys, helping to promote 
equitable access, and reducing congestion and 
resultant impacts on environmental quality.  
Aiming to reduce air pollution from transport can 
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have benefits for human health and sensitive 
natural habitats. 

ENVIRONMENT                  

OB2a Natural and built 
environment  

- - ? ?     ?  ? ? - -  

There is a clear positive relationship between this 
objective and sustainable development.  
However, in some instances it may conflict with 
meeting other objectives relating to growth and 
change.   
Preserving the quality of the natural environment 
also helps in protecting a vital economic asset to 
the region, attracting visitors and investment to 
the County Borough.  

OB2b Tackle poor air 
and water quality 

? -  -  - ?  ?  - - - - ? 

This is a positive objective for the LDP, although 
as with OB2a it may not be entirely in the control 
of the plan.  Achieving this objective will also 
require road traffic to be reduced to help improve 
local air quality.   Aiming to reduce air pollution 
from transport can have benefits for human 
health and sensitive natural habitats. 

OB2c Manage risk and 
fear of flood 

- -  ? ? ? - -  ? - - - - ? 

Avoiding the risk of flood through careful siting 
and design of development is essential in 
achieving safe, healthy development.   
Recognising the importance of reducing the fear 
of flood is also positive in helping to protect 
residents’ mental wellbeing, as well as their 
physically wellbeing during flood events.  There 
is the potential for this objective to have benefits 
for the landscape and biodiversity, through the 
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creation of new water features, such as ponds 
and swales that can provide valuable habitats 
and attractive features in the landscape. 

OB2d Mineral 
resources and waste 

- - - - ? ? - - ? - ?  - - ? 

There may be some potential conflicts of meeting 
objectives to safeguard minerals and those of 
relating to growth.  The LDF must identify ways of 
implementing sustainable waste management, 
including through appropriate site allocations for 
new waste managements facilities. 

OB2e Contribute to 
energy needs 

- - - - 
?/
x 

?/
x 

? ?  - -   - ? 

Meeting energy needs through provision of 
renewable energy should bring a variety of 
benefits in achieving sustainable development, 
related to air quality, climate change, energy use 
and minerals.  Depending on the type and scale 
of renewable energy development there may be 
some adverse impacts on the local environment, 
to be weighed against global benefits.  There is 
also the risk of impacts on biodiversity. 

REGENERATION                 

OBJ3a Diverse 
economy ? - - ? - - - - - - - - -   

These objectives should improve the resilience to 
economic changes, and provide a range of jobs 
to meet various needs of the resident workforce. 

OBJ3b Realistic level 
and variety of 
employment land ? ? - - ? ? ? - - - ? - -   

Providing the land necessary to meet the diverse 
needs of the economy could help improve 
economic investment and endemic business 
growth in the County Borough.  However, 
achieving the mix and quantity required by the 
market does risk environmental impacts, such as 



 A
ccessibility 

H
ousing 

H
ealth and 

securit y 

C
om

m
unity 

B
iodiversity 

Landscape 

B
uilt 

environm
ent 

A
ir 

C
lim

ate 
change 

W
ater 

Land 

M
inerals 

E
nergy 

E
m

ploym
ent 

W
ealth 

creation 

Comments 

loss of greenfield land (with landscape and 
biodiversity impacts).  It also potentially puts 
employment in locations that may have good 
access to the national road network, but less 
good access to employment sites for the resident 
workforce of the County Borough.  De-allocated, 
or re-allocating employment land for alternative 
uses may help make the best use of land.  
Therefore, the LDP policy should consider the 
benefits and impacts of identifying additional 
sites, or re-allocating employment land. 

OBJ3c Regeneration 
of Valley Communities 

 - -  ? ? - ? - - ? - -   

The valley communities, for the most part, share 
characteristics related to their coal mining history.  
In all there are issues related to access to 
employment and local services, and have areas 
of high deprivation.  Some are also constrained 
in terms of land suitable for growth.  New 
development to aid regeneration should be 
focused in these areas – tailored to meet the 
needs of local residents, whilst maintaining and 
enhancing transport links (affordable) with major 
service centres. 

OBJ3d Encourage 
tourism 

- - - ? ?   ? ? - - - -   

This objective recognises the importance of high 
quality places in attracting investment and 
visitors to the area.  This should aid in wealth 
creation, as well as helping to protect 
environmental assets.  However, increasing 
visitor pressure in some locations could have 
adverse impacts on biodiversity. 
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OBJ3e Bridgend centre 
as a retail destination 

? - - - - -  ? - - - - - ?  

Bridgend town centre has the potential to provide 
a better retail offer.  This could help reduce 
peoples’ need to travel to other shopping centres, 
potentially reducing number and length of car 
trips. 

OBJ3f Support viable 
town and district 
centres  - -  - - - ? - - - - - ? ? 

It is essential that the villages of the County 
Borough each retain a community focus in the 
town centres.  The LDP should include policies 
and proposals that support existing services in 
these location, and allocations that encourage 
new provision. 

COMMUNITIES                 

OBJ4a Meet needs of 
deprived communities 

? ? ? ? - - - - - - - - - ? - 

This objective covers similar issues to OBK3c, 
although with more of a social emphasis.  It is 
hoped that this objective could achieve a variety 
of benefits for the deprived local communities, 
including provision of affordable homes, 
strengthening of existing communities, and 
improving health and wellbeing.  Achieving these 
outcomes will depend, to some extent, on the 
implementation of other plans and strategies to 
address these issues. 

OBJ4b Equality of 
access to services 

 -   - - - - - - - - - ? - 

Achieving this objective is essential in order to 
deliver the social progress objectives of 
sustainable development, as equity is central to 
this concept.  Providing accessible services can 
have benefits now and in the future to the 
residents of the County Borough, with benefits in 
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terms of education, access to work and 
healthcare. 

OBJ4c Deliver housing 
to meet need 

?    ? ? - - - - - - - - ? 

The delivery of housing is a principle goal of the 
LDP.  Part of this provision will be delivering 
homes to meet the needs of all residents.  
Therefore, it will be necessary to provide good 
quality affordable homes in all parts of the 
County Borough, with particular emphasis on 
delivering new homes where this type of 
provision is currently lacking.  Providing homes 
for all can have a variety of benefits in terms of 
achieving sustainable development, including 
health and wellbeing, community development 
and a providing for a resident workforce.  New 
homes are likely to require new greenfield sites 
for development, with the potential for adverse 
landscape or biodiversity impacts. 

OBJ4d Provide 
community facilities  

 -  ? - ? ? - - - - - - - - 

Background information shows that there are 
areas of the County Borough currently 
underprovided for in terms of playfields and 
children’s play space.  These deficits need to be 
resolved, with new quality spaces provided 
where necessary through the LDP, with policies 
in place to ensure the long-term upkeep of these 
areas. 

OBJ4e Protect smaller 
shopping centres  - -  - - - - - - - - - - ? 

Protecting local shops is essential in maintaining 
local communities and in reducing the need and 
distance travelled to meet day-to-day needs.  
This objective is closely related to OBJ3f.  Shops 
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should be retained wherever possible in village 
centres as the focus of these settlements, and 
where several uses can be provided in close 
proximity to one another.  Single shops should 
also be preserved, particularly where they do, or 
could, provide for a community need. 
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