
 

Consultation Response to proposed J34/A48 road 
 
Name:    Address: 
 

Community  Council view  √ Your comments 

1  The strategic case for the proposed road is inadequate.  The 
strategic problem relates to congestion and journey times in a wider 
area than just the Pendoylan corridor. WelTAG has failed to make 
any serious appraisal of integrated transport options including 
improved public transport, car sharing, home working 
encouragement etc. in order to reduce traffic congestion.   
The current proposal should be rejected and an integrated transport 
appraisal conducted across the wider area. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

2  The strategic case is also outdated.  The consultation document 
acknowledges that it does not consider at all the implications of 
Covid-19 and likely changes in home working and reduced air travel.  
It does not address sufficiently the imperative to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and road traffic. Many studies confirm that new roads 
just result in increased traffic and higher emissions. And it does not 
consider the effect on regional traffic of the rail Metro 
developments and the proposed rail parkway at J34.   
The current proposal should be rejected and an up to date study 
conducted of transport need and options.   

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

3  The strategic case utilises conventional models and calculations 
about road building need and impact.  These are seriously flawed 
and in need of reform concluded a study commissioned by the 
Council for Protection of Rural England of outcomes of road building 
over 20 years.  The study evidenced new roads over the longer term 
caused: 
- induced traffic, often far above background trends; 
- significant environmental and landscape damage; 
- widespread damage to biodiversity; 
- worse than expected greenhouse gas emissions;  
- increased car-dependence; 
- and show little evidence of benefit to local economies 
The current proposal should be rejected and the validity of 
assessment tools rigorously examined. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

4  There is no need for this road.  Trunk road routes already exist to 
the airport and enterprise zone:  J33 A4232/A48/A4226; and J35 
A473/A48/A4226.  Time saving on the short length of 6 km of 
proposed road can only be a few minutes making little difference to 
accessibility considerations. 
The current proposal should be rejected. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

5  Measures of success for the objectives the proposed road should 
meet are weak. For example: “Minimise impacts on communities 
and support social inclusion and health and well-being” (Business 
case, 2.7.1) has success measures as “Number of properties 
affected, length of walking and cycling links provide.”  These 
measures are so weak as to be irrelevant. 
Measures for outcomes against the objectives should be revised and 
the impacts re-assessed. 
 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

  



 

6  Impact assessment is too narrowly focused on effects in the 
immediate vicinity of the road.  Noise and visual intrusion will affect 
communities across the Ely valley not just homes near the road and 
in Pendoylan.  Proposals A and B will create a major ‘rat-run’ 
through St. Brides and Peterston super Ely for traffic from west 
Cardiff and the major housing developments there - increasing 
noise, disruption and emissions in these communities and posing 
safety concerns. 
The impact assessment should be revised with a wider analysis of 
impact on surrounding communities. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

7  Impact assessment for cycling is wrong and conflicts with the 
Active Travel Act. The assessment only looks at cycling in terms of 
journeys to work and services, but seems unaware of the major 
leisure activity of cycling in the Ely valley which would be adversely 
affected by the proposed road – in particular the closing of side 
roads. 
The impact assessment should be revised in terms of cycling. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

8  Impact assessment assertions stated in the business case are 
referred for evidence to the Impact Assessment document.  In 
reality most of the assessments have no evidence but are subjective 
judgements; some others have technical, numeric content but 
methodology for these has been shown to be often inaccurate 
(CPRE study).  The numeric assessments are given more weight than 
subjective and qualitative ones, disregarding many major adverse 
assessments eg. ecological, biodiversity and ancient woodland 
impacts. 
Non-monetised impacts should be given greater weight in overall 
assessment of impact and value for money, based on an evaluation 
of ecosystem services. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

9  Economic appraisal is crude and inaccurate.  Appraisal for time 
and vehicle savings does not even follow the usual methodology 
and acknowledges:  “This methodology is likely to overestimate the 
benefits but has been taken forward in the absence of a more 
robust alternative.” (Economic Appraisal, 2.2.6).  Similarly accident 
cost savings are based on a theoretical reduction of accidents on 
other roads in the region as a result of the new road – projected 
over 60 years.  There have been 3 accidents on the Pendoylan Rd. in 
4 years, 1 serious, but the guesstimated accident saving is £16.6m. 
More robust methodology should be used or the large uncertainties 
in these calculations acknowledged prominently. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

10  Road proposals A and B:  The proposed closures at Trehedyn 
Lane and Clawdd Coch will channel more traffic onto the Logwood 
road amplifying problems there.  The closures will also 
inconvenience residents of the area. 
The closures should be deleted from the proposal   

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

11  Road proposals C1 and C2:  Will inevitably attract more traffic 
passing through Pendoylan and Clawdd Coch with adverse effects. A 
suggestion is made that HGV vehicles could be restricted on C1/C2 
road – this suggestion should be applied to the existing road. 

Agree   

Disagree  

Not sure  

 
I agree that my responses above can be forwarded to Vale of Glamorgan Council 
 
Signed:  


