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Key Issues:  
Do the overall scale, type and distribution of the allocated employment and retail sites 
achieve the relevant objectives of the LDP in a sustainable manner consistent with the 
WSP and national policy?  
 
Have relevant alternatives been considered and is the identification of the allocated 
sites based on a robust and rational site selection process? 
 
Are the policies for employment, retail and tourism development clear, reasonable 
and appropriate? 
 

Introduction 
 

St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) is promoting the regeneration of Baglan 
Bay – a very large area of previously developed land located in the LDP’s coastal 
corridor. This is the plan’s focus for growth and much of what the LDP says about the 
site is positive. There are two matters where the plan should be improved if 
capture the area’s potential (and not inadvertently restrict it). These matters go to the 
original questions and the subsequently produced agenda for the economy session 
(and both are referred to in the responses below. 

 
Employment – Appropriateness of Provision 

 
1. How great is the over-provision of employment land? Is this significant and will 

it have a detrimental impact on the Council’s economic strategy, particularly in 
terms of land values, future growth, job numbers? 
 
We do not consider there to be an overprov
not generally apply to industrial land as they might do for other land uses
example residential or retail)
 
a) There are a smaller number of occupiers and industrial estate develop

housebuilders. They are more selective than r
Whilst land price will be a factor, delivery
and access to labour (for example) will often be more significant.
sites (for specific ventures or initiatives) will simply not be developed for that 
purpose and will be held for others. 
     

b) The Council’s portfolio of sites needs to be broad to reflect its ambitions
trying to attract multiple sectors. Equally few of
characteristics and many have unique qualities
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN EXAMINATION 

s 10 & 11 (Matter 6) 
 

(Session 10) 
(Session 11) 

Modwen Developments Limited  

Do the overall scale, type and distribution of the allocated employment and retail sites 
achieve the relevant objectives of the LDP in a sustainable manner consistent with the 

Have relevant alternatives been considered and is the identification of the allocated 
sites based on a robust and rational site selection process?  

Are the policies for employment, retail and tourism development clear, reasonable 

St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) is promoting the regeneration of Baglan 
a very large area of previously developed land located in the LDP’s coastal 

corridor. This is the plan’s focus for growth and much of what the LDP says about the 
sitive. There are two matters where the plan should be improved if 

capture the area’s potential (and not inadvertently restrict it). These matters go to the 
original questions and the subsequently produced agenda for the economy session 

are referred to in the responses below.  

Appropriateness of Provision  

provision of employment land? Is this significant and will 
it have a detrimental impact on the Council’s economic strategy, particularly in 
terms of land values, future growth, job numbers?  

We do not consider there to be an overprovision. The risks (of land oversupply) do 
not generally apply to industrial land as they might do for other land uses
example residential or retail). This is for three main reasons: 

There are a smaller number of occupiers and industrial estate develop
housebuilders. They are more selective than residential developers or residents. 
Whilst land price will be a factor, delivery programmes, infrastructure availability 

access to labour (for example) will often be more significant. 
es (for specific ventures or initiatives) will simply not be developed for that 

be held for others.  

The Council’s portfolio of sites needs to be broad to reflect its ambitions
trying to attract multiple sectors. Equally few of the larger sites have the same 
characteristics and many have unique qualities.  
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Do the overall scale, type and distribution of the allocated employment and retail sites 
achieve the relevant objectives of the LDP in a sustainable manner consistent with the 

Have relevant alternatives been considered and is the identification of the allocated 

Are the policies for employment, retail and tourism development clear, reasonable 

St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) is promoting the regeneration of Baglan 
a very large area of previously developed land located in the LDP’s coastal 

corridor. This is the plan’s focus for growth and much of what the LDP says about the 
sitive. There are two matters where the plan should be improved if it is to 

capture the area’s potential (and not inadvertently restrict it). These matters go to the 
original questions and the subsequently produced agenda for the economy session 

provision of employment land? Is this significant and will 
it have a detrimental impact on the Council’s economic strategy, particularly in 

ision. The risks (of land oversupply) do 
not generally apply to industrial land as they might do for other land uses (for 

There are a smaller number of occupiers and industrial estate developers than 
ial developers or residents. 

programmes, infrastructure availability 
 Unselected 

es (for specific ventures or initiatives) will simply not be developed for that 

The Council’s portfolio of sites needs to be broad to reflect its ambitions. It is 
the larger sites have the same 



 

c) The portfolio needs to make provision for changes in economic conditions and 
other opportunities which may be important economically but which do not have 
measurable or conventional requirements.   

 
In addition, concerns about over supply do not
environmental harm as many of the alloc
which could be accused of overdoing it)
and able to accommodate a fully spectrum of activities 
require locations well away from any sensitivity.
 
These sites are also unlikely to be suitable for release for other non economic land
uses (namely those outside the desc
on Economic Development1
reduces any perceived risks of hypothetical over allocation.  
 
Allocated Sites – Baglan Bay 
  

2. Will the employment allocations be sufficient, in terms of the range of types, 
location and distribution, to provide for the growth proposed? 
 
As we have said, Baglan Bay is an excellent example of th
SMDL’s vision and proposed Development Framework for Baglan Bay was 
presented to the NPTCBC in our representations to the Preferred Strategy and 
Deposit LDP (DLDP). In addition, in April 2013 we submitted a ‘Development 
Framework’ document to NPTCBC which 
that SMDL is pursuing there, including the headline masterplan for the site. The 
submitted G Land Use plan (reference A003/rev K) is appended at 
 
This recognises that the site can deliver a full range of
appropriate location. Regeneration at Baglan Bay is already underway through a 
number of initiatives including Baglan Energy Park and a solar PV farm. The 
remainder of the site is vacant and cleared, and is already served by service
utilities. Access to the strategic and local highway network is excellent. The site has 
potential to accommodate all key economic sectors and lends itself to a complete 
range of companies. In particular, the site has clearly shown to be attractive to
energy sector. 
 
In this context – and following the plan’s ambitions 
for economic development. In many ways we 
Council has to approached 
representations – that the priority that Baglan Bay is given in the LDP
This is mainly because it 
progress made to date. 
 

                                                      
 
1  Paragraph 1.1.4 makes it clear that lots of uses and activities qualify as economic 

below: 
 
PPW advises that economic land uses include the traditional employment uses (Class B in the Use Classes Order) 
as well as retail, tourism and public services.
land uses also include agriculture, energy generation and other infrastructure.
activities are subject to many separate policies and considerations set out in PPW and Technical Advice Notes 
(TANs), which in some cases will take precedence over the more g
TAN.   
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The portfolio needs to make provision for changes in economic conditions and 
which may be important economically but which do not have 

ntional requirements.    

concerns about over supply do not generally risk significant 
environmental harm as many of the allocated sites (and especially the larger ones 
which could be accused of overdoing it) are previously developed, well con
and able to accommodate a fully spectrum of activities – including some which 
require locations well away from any sensitivity. 

are also unlikely to be suitable for release for other non economic land
uses (namely those outside the description contained in Paragraph 1.1.4 of TAN 23 

1). This is especially the case at Baglan Bay and further 
reduces any perceived risks of hypothetical over allocation.     

Baglan Bay  

Will the employment allocations be sufficient, in terms of the range of types, 
location and distribution, to provide for the growth proposed?  

Baglan Bay is an excellent example of the above 
SMDL’s vision and proposed Development Framework for Baglan Bay was 
presented to the NPTCBC in our representations to the Preferred Strategy and 
Deposit LDP (DLDP). In addition, in April 2013 we submitted a ‘Development 
Framework’ document to NPTCBC which explained the basic development concept 
that SMDL is pursuing there, including the headline masterplan for the site. The 
submitted G Land Use plan (reference A003/rev K) is appended at Appendix 

This recognises that the site can deliver a full range of employment types in an 
appropriate location. Regeneration at Baglan Bay is already underway through a 
number of initiatives including Baglan Energy Park and a solar PV farm. The 
remainder of the site is vacant and cleared, and is already served by service
utilities. Access to the strategic and local highway network is excellent. The site has 
potential to accommodate all key economic sectors and lends itself to a complete 
range of companies. In particular, the site has clearly shown to be attractive to

and following the plan’s ambitions - a strategic approach is required 
. In many ways we can see that this generally how the 
 Baglan Bay and it is for this reason - as stated in SMDL’s  

the priority that Baglan Bay is given in the LDP is supported
This is mainly because it recognises the project’s strategic importance and 

Paragraph 1.1.4 makes it clear that lots of uses and activities qualify as economic development. It is repeated 

PPW advises that economic land uses include the traditional employment uses (Class B in the Use Classes Order) 
as well as retail, tourism and public services.  This list is not exhaustive and amongst other activities, economic 

lture, energy generation and other infrastructure.  However, non B class uses and 
activities are subject to many separate policies and considerations set out in PPW and Technical Advice Notes 
(TANs), which in some cases will take precedence over the more general principles in PPW Chapter 7 and in this 
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The portfolio needs to make provision for changes in economic conditions and 

which may be important economically but which do not have 

risk significant 
(and especially the larger ones 

, well connected 
including some which 

are also unlikely to be suitable for release for other non economic land 
ription contained in Paragraph 1.1.4 of TAN 23 

). This is especially the case at Baglan Bay and further 

Will the employment allocations be sufficient, in terms of the range of types, 

e above approach. 
SMDL’s vision and proposed Development Framework for Baglan Bay was 
presented to the NPTCBC in our representations to the Preferred Strategy and 
Deposit LDP (DLDP). In addition, in April 2013 we submitted a ‘Development 

explained the basic development concept 
that SMDL is pursuing there, including the headline masterplan for the site. The 

Appendix 1.  

employment types in an 
appropriate location. Regeneration at Baglan Bay is already underway through a 
number of initiatives including Baglan Energy Park and a solar PV farm. The 
remainder of the site is vacant and cleared, and is already served by services and 
utilities. Access to the strategic and local highway network is excellent. The site has 
potential to accommodate all key economic sectors and lends itself to a complete 
range of companies. In particular, the site has clearly shown to be attractive to the 

strategic approach is required 
can see that this generally how the 

tated in SMDL’s  
is supported. 

recognises the project’s strategic importance and the 

development. It is repeated 

PPW advises that economic land uses include the traditional employment uses (Class B in the Use Classes Order) 
This list is not exhaustive and amongst other activities, economic 

However, non B class uses and 
activities are subject to many separate policies and considerations set out in PPW and Technical Advice Notes 

eneral principles in PPW Chapter 7 and in this 



 

We do, however, have two concerns
the second is the imposition of unnecessary and 
 
Allocations  
 
On the approach to allocations, the man issue is the application of 
(measured) area based allocations
 
Baglan Bay is very large and would, if completely developed, accommodate many 
years of  numerical forecast growth. The issue is of course that those forecasts will 
not play out in conventional or predictable business land 
reasons - as set out above
households and people). A sector based approach is therefore warranted 
Bay which – within reason –
the area should attract or deliver.  
 
The Council produced a draft 
used in the guidance are clearly based on 
above). The plans and selected text from the SPG are 
 
With one important exception
proposed (and uses the same map base)
Bay contained on page 49 on the DLDP also follows much of what we say. 
 
However, at the same time as promoting strategic ambitions and recognising 
potential, the Council then self
land allocations. This sees land measured, defined and safeguarded or allocated. 
Inevitably (once forecasts  and 
indicates that some land will not be required
that (wrongly defined) “surplus” 
proposed employment or economic development 
could mean that the redevelopment of
areas at Baglan Bay could be resisted.  
 
We considered that this was unlikely to be the Council’s intention, but a
Council to our concerns that 
representations to the Deposit LDP
approach adopted in the LDP
be better to revert to the positive
that it covers). We take this point further under question 5 of this note (below). 
 
Unfortunately, the DLDP does not clarify or 
continues to exclude (and therefore potentially constrain) areas of previously 
developed land at Baglan Bay from redevelopment over the plan period. 
this is wrong and fails to reflect the shared 
position and potential. It also:
 
a) Does not follow the very aspirational approach of the plan

 

                                                      
2  This is the Council’s approach to the western edge of the site. Here about 12 hectares

from the existing UDP allocation and is not included within the proposed LDP alloc
draft LDP Proposals Maps shown that this area is designated as ‘Undeveloped Coast’ under draft Policy EN1 of 
the LDP (comments on the implications of this approach, which form our second concern, are provided below).
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have two concerns. The first is the approach to allocations
the second is the imposition of unnecessary and unjustified constraint.  

On the approach to allocations, the man issue is the application of numerical
allocations and the consequences this has.  

very large and would, if completely developed, accommodate many 
forecast growth. The issue is of course that those forecasts will 

not play out in conventional or predictable business land requirements (for obvious 
as set out above, businesses and jobs do not follow the same rules as 

households and people). A sector based approach is therefore warranted 
– should establish no upper limit to the amount of growth 

the area should attract or deliver.   

draft SPG which broadly supported this approach. The plans 
are clearly based on SMDLs masterplan (and is referred to 

plans and selected text from the SPG are Appendix 2 to this statement. 

With one important exception2 this repeats the approach and organisation of uses we 
(and uses the same map base). The description of the approach to  Baglan 

page 49 on the DLDP also follows much of what we say. 

However, at the same time as promoting strategic ambitions and recognising 
potential, the Council then self-constrains because of concerns about quantitative 
land allocations. This sees land measured, defined and safeguarded or allocated. 

forecasts  and quantities are brought into the equation) this
indicates that some land will not be required over the plan period. This then leaves 
that (wrongly defined) “surplus” previously developed land outside of existing or 
proposed employment or economic development designations. On the face of it this 

the redevelopment of land outside of the safeguarded or allocated 
areas at Baglan Bay could be resisted.   

was unlikely to be the Council’s intention, but a
Council to our concerns that the plan could be read that way (in 

Deposit LDP). In those comments we considered the policy 
approach adopted in the LDP and made it clear that to avoid this misreading, 

positive approach set out in the UDP (and the broad area 
We take this point further under question 5 of this note (below). 

does not clarify or correct the Council’s intentions 
continues to exclude (and therefore potentially constrain) areas of previously 
developed land at Baglan Bay from redevelopment over the plan period. 
this is wrong and fails to reflect the shared vision for the site and its clearly strategic 

It also: 

Does not follow the very aspirational approach of the plan. It runs counter to it. 

approach to the western edge of the site. Here about 12 hectares of the site has been removed 
from the existing UDP allocation and is not included within the proposed LDP allocation for Policy EC1/1. The 
draft LDP Proposals Maps shown that this area is designated as ‘Undeveloped Coast’ under draft Policy EN1 of 
the LDP (comments on the implications of this approach, which form our second concern, are provided below).
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approach to allocations and 

 

numerical or 

very large and would, if completely developed, accommodate many 
forecast growth. The issue is of course that those forecasts will 

requirements (for obvious 
businesses and jobs do not follow the same rules as 

households and people). A sector based approach is therefore warranted at Baglan 
ount of growth 

this approach. The plans 
is referred to 

to this statement.  

the approach and organisation of uses we 
The description of the approach to  Baglan 

page 49 on the DLDP also follows much of what we say.  

However, at the same time as promoting strategic ambitions and recognising 
constrains because of concerns about quantitative 

land allocations. This sees land measured, defined and safeguarded or allocated. 
this wrongly 

. This then leaves 
land outside of existing or 

. On the face of it this 
land outside of the safeguarded or allocated 

was unlikely to be the Council’s intention, but alerted the 
could be read that way (in SMDL’s 

considered the policy 
to avoid this misreading, it would 

approach set out in the UDP (and the broad area 
We take this point further under question 5 of this note (below).  

correct the Council’s intentions – and 
continues to exclude (and therefore potentially constrain) areas of previously 
developed land at Baglan Bay from redevelopment over the plan period. We think 

e site and its clearly strategic 

. It runs counter to it.  

of the site has been removed 
ation for Policy EC1/1. The 

draft LDP Proposals Maps shown that this area is designated as ‘Undeveloped Coast’ under draft Policy EN1 of 
the LDP (comments on the implications of this approach, which form our second concern, are provided below). 



 

b) Could conflict with general 
growth (anticipated and 
Baglan Bay has a regional and possibly national role which the plan generally 
recognises (but which is not reflected in a forecast to allocations based approach)

 
c) Is at odds with the sector

development (this is explained in Planning Policy Wales and in the 
the Bay Area) 

 
d) Inadvertently constrains land for other uses and activities (not just B class uses)

that the plan and site can accommoda
 
e) Could lead to the perverse position where inherently sustainable proposals are 

discouraged by the plan 
 
These are all issues which
cannot be accurately forecast.
Bay which mixes messages a
advantage of one of its key economic assets. It is for this reason that we recommend 
that the plan continues the approach set out in the UDP for Baglan Bay by 
and promoting the whole strategic site rather than subdividing parts and excluding 
others. The SPG can do this if necessary.
 
Constraints      
 

 This change would also address our second concern which is the addition of 
unnecessary  constraints 
principally on Policy EN1 and proposals for the undeveloped coast which left as they 
are (in extent or form) will restrict the use of previously developed land for virtually 
any meaningful use. Focussed Ch
development proposals which
hectares of previously developed
Appendix 3 to this statement. 

 
Under SMDL’s sector based 
generation – and preferably renewable generation in the form of further photo voltaic 
arrays.   
 
We cannot see any reason for this designation or the force of its effect (and we have
looked). 
 
The Council’s Environment Topic Paper
coastal features and uses, ranging from developed and entirely man
to natural areas of beach and sand dunes. Baglan Bay falls in category 4 
and Employment which notes that there are significant industrial and employment 
uses within the coastal zone. The Topic Paper goes on to include the Coun
analysis of the coastline, dividing it 
current and historic uses. These include 
industrialised areas and associated areas) and the Undeveloped Coast (which 
includes the dune systems at Baglan Bay). 
 
This description indicates that 
the definition of the ‘Develop
the site is adjacent to the dune system it is clear on any desk based or site based 
analysis that its does not form part of them
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Could conflict with general LDP and sub regional spatial strategy. Both 
growth (anticipated and unpredictable) within the coastal corridor. In this way 
Baglan Bay has a regional and possibly national role which the plan generally 
recognises (but which is not reflected in a forecast to allocations based approach)

sector or cluster approach to national and local economic 
(this is explained in Planning Policy Wales and in the Strategy for 

Inadvertently constrains land for other uses and activities (not just B class uses)
can accommodate  

Could lead to the perverse position where inherently sustainable proposals are 
by the plan  

These are all issues which appear to stem from a concern with quantities which 
cannot be accurately forecast. This results in a slightly tangled approach to Baglan 
Bay which mixes messages about growth and could see the Council fail to take 
advantage of one of its key economic assets. It is for this reason that we recommend 
that the plan continues the approach set out in the UDP for Baglan Bay by 
and promoting the whole strategic site rather than subdividing parts and excluding 

The SPG can do this if necessary. 

This change would also address our second concern which is the addition of 
y  constraints to development at Baglan Bay. This concern focuses 

and proposals for the undeveloped coast which left as they 
are (in extent or form) will restrict the use of previously developed land for virtually 

Focussed Change FC19 installs an additional exception test for 
which – with the general impact of policy - effect

previously developed land. A plan showing this position is attached as 
to this statement.  

Under SMDL’s sector based masterplan we see this as a key area for energy 
and preferably renewable generation in the form of further photo voltaic 

We cannot see any reason for this designation or the force of its effect (and we have

Environment Topic Paper (September 2014) categorises the main 
coastal features and uses, ranging from developed and entirely man-made stretches 
to natural areas of beach and sand dunes. Baglan Bay falls in category 4 

Employment which notes that there are significant industrial and employment 
uses within the coastal zone. The Topic Paper goes on to include the Coun
analysis of the coastline, dividing it into distinctive character areas based on their 

. These include the Developed Coast (which includes the 
industrialised areas and associated areas) and the Undeveloped Coast (which 
includes the dune systems at Baglan Bay).  

indicates that the previously development land at Baglan falls within 
the definition of the ‘Developed Coast’. This is clear from its historic use and 

dune system it is clear on any desk based or site based 
analysis that its does not form part of them. The area affected also includes an 
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. Both focus 
. In this way 

Baglan Bay has a regional and possibly national role which the plan generally 
recognises (but which is not reflected in a forecast to allocations based approach) 

to national and local economic 
Strategy for 

Inadvertently constrains land for other uses and activities (not just B class uses) 

Could lead to the perverse position where inherently sustainable proposals are 

from a concern with quantities which 
pproach to Baglan 

bout growth and could see the Council fail to take 
advantage of one of its key economic assets. It is for this reason that we recommend 
that the plan continues the approach set out in the UDP for Baglan Bay by identifying 
and promoting the whole strategic site rather than subdividing parts and excluding 

This change would also address our second concern which is the addition of 
. This concern focuses 

and proposals for the undeveloped coast which left as they 
are (in extent or form) will restrict the use of previously developed land for virtually 

dditional exception test for 
effects nearly 12 

A plan showing this position is attached as 

masterplan we see this as a key area for energy 
and preferably renewable generation in the form of further photo voltaic 

We cannot see any reason for this designation or the force of its effect (and we have 

(September 2014) categorises the main 
made stretches 

to natural areas of beach and sand dunes. Baglan Bay falls in category 4 – Industry 
Employment which notes that there are significant industrial and employment 

uses within the coastal zone. The Topic Paper goes on to include the Council’s 
into distinctive character areas based on their 

the Developed Coast (which includes the 
industrialised areas and associated areas) and the Undeveloped Coast (which 

aglan falls within 
istoric use and whilst 

dune system it is clear on any desk based or site based 
also includes an 



 

operational remediation system (associated with the legacy of the past use of the site 
as a chemical works) and a chemical landfill site. 
western section of this previously developed site (as well a
Farm to the south) as ‘Undeveloped Coast’.
  
If a boundary does need to be drawn it can follow lines from maps and 
already exist between the sand dunes and previously developed land. 
 
The Shoreline Management Plan (S
for the designation. This provides a 
with coastal erosion and flooding at the coast. It also presents policies to help 
manage these risks to people and to the deve
in a sustainable manner. The area of coastline within NPTCBC falls within Policy 
Scenario 8: Sker Point to Swansea Docks. 

 
SMP2 shows that Baglan Bay adjoins policy unit 8.5 ‘Baglan Burrows’, see attached 
extract at Appendix 4. This states that the draft preferred policy and approach for 
this area should be: 
 
‘A policy of managed realignment will enable the dune system to function naturally, 
with minimal interference and monitoring, with the option to construction a 
set back defence if there is a risk of the dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk 
of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a power station, 
industrial area and potentially contaminated land’. 
 
The Council has applied this in the LDP with its Undeveloped Coast policy
Bay this sees a substantial 
and the start of the industrial allocations there. 
above where building or erecting anything 
 
We have asked Atkins to review the SMP and to find any connection between what it 
says and the policy approach set out in the LDP. Atkins’ note is attached as 
Appendix 5 to this statement
 
a) the SMP provides no evidence of coastal erosion within the dune system 

would justify such a substantial buffer 
happening but it is not happening at the moment and there is no 
erosion within the dune system
 

b) This is confirmed by cross referencing to other official sources of information on 
costal erosion. These show that costal erosion is not a main predominant risk and 
may be negligible (neither warrant suc

 
c) There are no rates of coastal erosion available and no evidence of fast rate 

erosion in the SMP. On this basis there is no connection, the extent of the EN1 
area is not linked to the SMP.

 
d) Atkins also confirms that the zone inlan

concerned with) is not subject to flood risk
 

                                                      
3  SMDL has occupied the site for about seven years nad has not observed any substantial dune system in that period 

(which has contained some significant weather events)
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operational remediation system (associated with the legacy of the past use of the site 
as a chemical works) and a chemical landfill site. It is therefore incorrect to define the 
western section of this previously developed site (as well as an operational Ragworm 

‘Undeveloped Coast’. 

If a boundary does need to be drawn it can follow lines from maps and 
ween the sand dunes and previously developed land.  

Shoreline Management Plan (SMP2) (2010) is used by the Council as the base 
provides a high level assessment of the risks associated 

with coastal erosion and flooding at the coast. It also presents policies to help 
manage these risks to people and to the developed, historic and natural environment 
in a sustainable manner. The area of coastline within NPTCBC falls within Policy 
Scenario 8: Sker Point to Swansea Docks.  

SMP2 shows that Baglan Bay adjoins policy unit 8.5 ‘Baglan Burrows’, see attached 
. This states that the draft preferred policy and approach for 

‘A policy of managed realignment will enable the dune system to function naturally, 
with minimal interference and monitoring, with the option to construction a 
set back defence if there is a risk of the dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk 
of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a power station, 
industrial area and potentially contaminated land’.  

this in the LDP with its Undeveloped Coast policy
substantial set back (of some 300 metres) between the dune system 

and the start of the industrial allocations there. This creates the large area
or erecting anything appears to be forbidden.  

We have asked Atkins to review the SMP and to find any connection between what it 
says and the policy approach set out in the LDP. Atkins’ note is attached as 

to this statement. The headlines from the note are as follows:

no evidence of coastal erosion within the dune system 
would justify such a substantial buffer – it may indicate that there is a risk of this 
happening but it is not happening at the moment and there is no recent history of 
erosion within the dune system3.  

This is confirmed by cross referencing to other official sources of information on 
show that costal erosion is not a main predominant risk and 

may be negligible (neither warrant such a larger buffer zone).  

There are no rates of coastal erosion available and no evidence of fast rate 
erosion in the SMP. On this basis there is no connection, the extent of the EN1 
area is not linked to the SMP. 

Atkins also confirms that the zone inland from the dunes (that this note is 
s not subject to flood risk   

occupied the site for about seven years nad has not observed any substantial dune system in that period 
(which has contained some significant weather events) 
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operational remediation system (associated with the legacy of the past use of the site 

to define the 
operational Ragworm 

If a boundary does need to be drawn it can follow lines from maps and reality, that 

is used by the Council as the base 
assessment of the risks associated 

with coastal erosion and flooding at the coast. It also presents policies to help 
loped, historic and natural environment 

in a sustainable manner. The area of coastline within NPTCBC falls within Policy 

SMP2 shows that Baglan Bay adjoins policy unit 8.5 ‘Baglan Burrows’, see attached 
. This states that the draft preferred policy and approach for 

‘A policy of managed realignment will enable the dune system to function naturally, 
with minimal interference and monitoring, with the option to construction a secondary 
set back defence if there is a risk of the dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk 
of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a power station, 

this in the LDP with its Undeveloped Coast policy. At Baglan 
between the dune system 

area referred to 

We have asked Atkins to review the SMP and to find any connection between what it 
says and the policy approach set out in the LDP. Atkins’ note is attached as 

 

no evidence of coastal erosion within the dune system that 
it may indicate that there is a risk of this 

recent history of 

This is confirmed by cross referencing to other official sources of information on 
show that costal erosion is not a main predominant risk and 

There are no rates of coastal erosion available and no evidence of fast rate 
erosion in the SMP. On this basis there is no connection, the extent of the EN1 

(that this note is 

occupied the site for about seven years nad has not observed any substantial dune system in that period 



 

e) On this basis a more appropriate approach would be to make some allowance for 
a more reasonable and evidence based
some other solution. 

 
f) This should be quite narrow 

fringes may be appropriate (measured from its current base)
generous buffer until the rate is defined

 
From a planning perspective, an additional point is worth making.   
 
In our most recent submission to the Council on this matter (with respect to FC19) we 
asked the Council to consider the potential of further PV schemes
was suggested as a way forward 
recycling of this previously developed land in the short term, but which would not 
present a permanent built solution which could not be reversed (a PV array has a life 
of about 20 – 25 years a
commitment that any proposals for PV in this area could be accompanied by an 
assessment of dune system erosion or performance
data, a much more informed measure of the situatio
 
Unfortunately this was not accepted by the Council 
were not connected to the SMP or shoreline management
These focused on different matters which are unlikely to be disturbed by the
installation of PV arrays and which apply to the wider regeneration of the whole site
 
On this basis – and on this second concern about the treatment of the western edge 
of the - we conclude that: 
 
a) The area covered (and that we are concerned with)

coast 
 

b) The area has potential for productive use
also needs to continue which is not compatible with the drift of the dunes that 
EN1 implies  

 
c) According to the sector based masterplan

renewable energy regeneration 
 
d) There is no justification or reasoning in the draft LDP or supporting document

the addition of this significant buffer area.
 
e) There is specifically no connection between the LDP’s proposals (a

at Baglan) and the content of the Shoreline Management Plan
  

This supports the removal or redefinition of the EN
Baglan Bay site and our proposal is attached as 
be twinned with the return 
supported previously.    
 
If there is any resistance to this change, we 
with any residual concern. This is based on the sector based ap

                                                      
4  Any references to lapwing mitigation associated with Baglan Bay are temporary only. The Council is bound by an 

obligation to find and deliver a permanent area for lapwings on land outside of Baglan Bay. This is a live 
obligation that the Council is pursuing now. 
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On this basis a more appropriate approach would be to make some allowance for 
asonable and evidence based rate of managed re-alignment

This should be quite narrow – a width more closely aligned to the existing dune 
may be appropriate (measured from its current base) and will provide 

generous buffer until the rate is defined. 

From a planning perspective, an additional point is worth making.    

In our most recent submission to the Council on this matter (with respect to FC19) we 
asked the Council to consider the potential of further PV schemes in this area

s a way forward – namely one which would allow some productive 
recycling of this previously developed land in the short term, but which would not 
present a permanent built solution which could not be reversed (a PV array has a life 

25 years as a maximum). This would be accompanied by a 
commitment that any proposals for PV in this area could be accompanied by an 
assessment of dune system erosion or performance. In this way and given the lack of 

a much more informed measure of the situation can be compiled.  

Unfortunately this was not accepted by the Council – although the reasons given 
were not connected to the SMP or shoreline management (and undeveloped coast)
These focused on different matters which are unlikely to be disturbed by the

and which apply to the wider regeneration of the whole site

and on this second concern about the treatment of the western edge 

(and that we are concerned with) is clearly not undeveloped 

The area has potential for productive use which will recycle land. Remediation 
also needs to continue which is not compatible with the drift of the dunes that 

According to the sector based masterplan this productive use will focus on
energy regeneration  

There is no justification or reasoning in the draft LDP or supporting document
the addition of this significant buffer area. 

There is specifically no connection between the LDP’s proposals (and policy EN1 
at Baglan) and the content of the Shoreline Management Plan.  

This supports the removal or redefinition of the EN1 designation as it passes by the 
Baglan Bay site and our proposal is attached as appendix 6 to this note. 

eturn to the UDP’s approach to Baglan Bay which we have 

If there is any resistance to this change, we have outlined an approach wh
. This is based on the sector based approach proposed for 

Any references to lapwing mitigation associated with Baglan Bay are temporary only. The Council is bound by an 
obligation to find and deliver a permanent area for lapwings on land outside of Baglan Bay. This is a live 

g now.  
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On this basis a more appropriate approach would be to make some allowance for 

alignment, or for 

existing dune  
nd will provide a 

In our most recent submission to the Council on this matter (with respect to FC19) we 
in this area. This 

namely one which would allow some productive 
recycling of this previously developed land in the short term, but which would not 
present a permanent built solution which could not be reversed (a PV array has a life 

This would be accompanied by a 
commitment that any proposals for PV in this area could be accompanied by an 

. In this way and given the lack of 

although the reasons given 
(and undeveloped coast). 

These focused on different matters which are unlikely to be disturbed by the 
and which apply to the wider regeneration of the whole site4. 

and on this second concern about the treatment of the western edge 

is clearly not undeveloped 

. Remediation 
also needs to continue which is not compatible with the drift of the dunes that 

will focus on 

There is no justification or reasoning in the draft LDP or supporting documents for 

nd policy EN1 

designation as it passes by the 
to this note. This could 

the UDP’s approach to Baglan Bay which we have 

an approach which deals 
proach proposed for 

Any references to lapwing mitigation associated with Baglan Bay are temporary only. The Council is bound by an 
obligation to find and deliver a permanent area for lapwings on land outside of Baglan Bay. This is a live 



 

the site which proposed a non permanent use 
form of PV arrays for this part of the site
area (specifically or otherwise) then with a lifespan of 25 years it wou
medium term future options. It could also make allowance for
for more permanent development (which would provide a much more reliable guide 
to the width of any buffer required
 
The mechanics for this change would be an
to allow non permanent proposals (or schemes which would demonstrably not 
conflict with the terms of the policy or its objectives).
    
A parallel or additional option
approach – is to connect the 
could allow the extent of any coastal erosion to be 
directly or in response to the work 
confirmed as the plan period progresses.
      

3. What evidence is there that the consequences of flood risk at some sites can 
be acceptably managed? 
 
As discussed above, there is no flood risk associated with the Baglan Bay site 
main previously developed area that this representation relates to

 
4. Is the importance of the Port Talbot Docks to the economy recognised within 

the LDP? Does it give su
operations? Should other uses be encouraged and, if so, which types might be 
compatible with dock operations and otherwise appropriate?
 
No comment 

  
5. Why aren’t existing UDP sites, for example J38, Margam, fully

 
For a number of reasons reverting to 
be appropriate (and more appropriate than the approach set out in the LDP). The 
UDP identified Baglan Bay as a 
policy BB1 in part 2 which provided a flexible, positive and appropriate framework for 
the redevelopment of the site. This set no limits but established sensible guides 
which are still relevant.  
 
A refresh of this policy (to incorporate the sector based a
agreed by both the Council and SMDL) would be appropriate. A single positive 
designation would also allow both parties to find the right approach to the issues set 
out in this paper – and as a result avoid unnecessary constraints 
managing growth and regeneration.   

 
6. Which LDP policies would be most relevant to proposals at the Science and 

Innovation Campus? Could additional uses be permitted there and, if so, which 
should these be? Alternatively, could a variety of
including the site within the settlement limit? 

 
No comment 

 
7. Will the policy framework adequately protect the Tata steel site and allow for 

its future development? Does it provide sufficient clarity on the planning 
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the site which proposed a non permanent use – namely renewable energy in the 
for this part of the site. If this was allowed or encouraged in this 

area (specifically or otherwise) then with a lifespan of 25 years it wou
medium term future options. It could also make allowance for testing of erosion rates 
for more permanent development (which would provide a much more reliable guide 

buffer required). 

The mechanics for this change would be an adjustment to the wording of Policy EN1 
to allow non permanent proposals (or schemes which would demonstrably not 
conflict with the terms of the policy or its objectives). 

or additional option – which would be an extension to the above testing 
to connect the extent of the designation to a monitoring measure. This 

could allow the extent of any coastal erosion to be defined (either by the Council 
directly or in response to the work of others), so that any zones could be adjusted or 
confirmed as the plan period progresses. 

What evidence is there that the consequences of flood risk at some sites can 
 

As discussed above, there is no flood risk associated with the Baglan Bay site 
main previously developed area that this representation relates to  

Is the importance of the Port Talbot Docks to the economy recognised within 
the LDP? Does it give sufficient support to the continuation of dock 
operations? Should other uses be encouraged and, if so, which types might be 
compatible with dock operations and otherwise appropriate? 

Why aren’t existing UDP sites, for example J38, Margam, fully allocated? 

For a number of reasons reverting to a UDP type approach to Baglan Bay may well 
be appropriate (and more appropriate than the approach set out in the LDP). The 
UDP identified Baglan Bay as a key regeneration area in part 1 and then installed 
policy BB1 in part 2 which provided a flexible, positive and appropriate framework for 
the redevelopment of the site. This set no limits but established sensible guides 

refresh of this policy (to incorporate the sector based approach that is generally 
agreed by both the Council and SMDL) would be appropriate. A single positive 
designation would also allow both parties to find the right approach to the issues set 

and as a result avoid unnecessary constraints whilst properly 
managing growth and regeneration.    

Which LDP policies would be most relevant to proposals at the Science and 
Innovation Campus? Could additional uses be permitted there and, if so, which 
should these be? Alternatively, could a variety of development be permitted by 
including the site within the settlement limit?  

Will the policy framework adequately protect the Tata steel site and allow for 
its future development? Does it provide sufficient clarity on the planning 
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namely renewable energy in the 

. If this was allowed or encouraged in this 
area (specifically or otherwise) then with a lifespan of 25 years it would protect 

testing of erosion rates 
for more permanent development (which would provide a much more reliable guide 

adjustment to the wording of Policy EN1 
to allow non permanent proposals (or schemes which would demonstrably not 

which would be an extension to the above testing 
extent of the designation to a monitoring measure. This 

(either by the Council 
of others), so that any zones could be adjusted or 

What evidence is there that the consequences of flood risk at some sites can 

As discussed above, there is no flood risk associated with the Baglan Bay site (or the 

Is the importance of the Port Talbot Docks to the economy recognised within 
fficient support to the continuation of dock 

operations? Should other uses be encouraged and, if so, which types might be 

allocated?  

approach to Baglan Bay may well 
be appropriate (and more appropriate than the approach set out in the LDP). The 

key regeneration area in part 1 and then installed 
policy BB1 in part 2 which provided a flexible, positive and appropriate framework for 
the redevelopment of the site. This set no limits but established sensible guides 

pproach that is generally 
agreed by both the Council and SMDL) would be appropriate. A single positive 
designation would also allow both parties to find the right approach to the issues set 

whilst properly 

Which LDP policies would be most relevant to proposals at the Science and 
Innovation Campus? Could additional uses be permitted there and, if so, which 

development be permitted by 

Will the policy framework adequately protect the Tata steel site and allow for 
its future development? Does it provide sufficient clarity on the planning 



 

position for the works? Will it enable development proposals to be determined 
quickly and consistently? 
 
No comment 
 

8. Are the policies clear on whether ancillary facilities and services will be 
permitted on employment sites? 

 
The main policy text for Poli
use for employment, with the extent of B Class Uses for each site noted in the table 
(i.e. B1. B2 and B8 Use Classes are permitted at Baglan Bay). The key indicates 
that, for Baglan Bay, of the 75ha
the remainder of the site meet
facilities and services which support and complement the wider role and function of 
the B Class Uses. For Baglan Bay, 
provided for.  
 
The supporting text goes on to explain this approach indicating that the site can 
capture very large and mobile investment projects including energy generation and 
data and technology schemes i
flexibility and scope is provided within the allocation for Baglan Bay for alternative 
uses. Otherwise, Policy EC3 appears to be clear that ancillary facilities or services 
which support and complement the
employment uses, or commercial services unrelated to class B, may be acceptable in 
employment areas.  
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position for the works? Will it enable development proposals to be determined 
quickly and consistently?  

Are the policies clear on whether ancillary facilities and services will be 
permitted on employment sites?  

Policy EC1, employment allocations, refers to allocated sites 
use for employment, with the extent of B Class Uses for each site noted in the table 
(i.e. B1. B2 and B8 Use Classes are permitted at Baglan Bay). The key indicates 

of the 75ha, 11ha of the site is allocated for B Class uses, with 
the remainder of the site meeting the needs of the energy sector and any ancillary 
facilities and services which support and complement the wider role and function of 
the B Class Uses. For Baglan Bay, the policy is clear. Waste facilities are also 

The supporting text goes on to explain this approach indicating that the site can 
capture very large and mobile investment projects including energy generation and 
data and technology schemes in emerging sectors. It is considered that adequate 
flexibility and scope is provided within the allocation for Baglan Bay for alternative 
uses. Otherwise, Policy EC3 appears to be clear that ancillary facilities or services 
which support and complement the wider role and function of the primary 
employment uses, or commercial services unrelated to class B, may be acceptable in 
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position for the works? Will it enable development proposals to be determined 

Are the policies clear on whether ancillary facilities and services will be 

EC1, employment allocations, refers to allocated sites 
use for employment, with the extent of B Class Uses for each site noted in the table 
(i.e. B1. B2 and B8 Use Classes are permitted at Baglan Bay). The key indicates 

, 11ha of the site is allocated for B Class uses, with 
needs of the energy sector and any ancillary 

facilities and services which support and complement the wider role and function of 
Waste facilities are also 

The supporting text goes on to explain this approach indicating that the site can 
capture very large and mobile investment projects including energy generation and 

n emerging sectors. It is considered that adequate 
flexibility and scope is provided within the allocation for Baglan Bay for alternative 
uses. Otherwise, Policy EC3 appears to be clear that ancillary facilities or services 

wider role and function of the primary 
employment uses, or commercial services unrelated to class B, may be acceptable in 
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Appendix 1 
SMDL Development Concept for Baglan Bay
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SMDL Development Concept for Baglan Bay 
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Draft Baglan Bay SPG Extracts
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Draft Baglan Bay SPG Extracts 
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Policy EN1 and Impact at Baglan Bay
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Policy EN1 and Impact at Baglan Bay 
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ent Plan (SMP2) Extract 
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App 5 Atkins Note 

Technical note 
 
Project: Baglan Bay  
Subject: Review of South Wales SMP2 

preferred policy 

Date: 20 Mar 2015 

 
1. Introduction 

This technical note examines three connected issues

• The content and main conclusions of 
provisions it makes for Baglan Bay

• What this document says about at 
approach which is recommended for this area

• What this means for local planning policy 
necessary and appropriate) 

2. The area of interest 

The area of interest (noted as EN1) is shown in Figure 1
associated with the Deposit version of the Neath Port Talbot Local Development Plan (DLDP). Savills’ 
separate note describes the previously developed part of

Figure 1: Relevant area of development (noted as EN1).

Savills has also explained why the proposed policy approach is of concern and what 
Council has used to inform its policy. This is the 
proposes a policy of managed realignment for the shoreline as it passes by this part of Baglan Bay. The 
approach is described in the SMP2 as follows:

“The policy of managed realignment will enable the dune system to function 
interference and monitoring, with the option to construct a secondary set back defence if there

 1 

To: Laura Price 

Review of South Wales SMP2 From: Naif Amin 

cc:   

is technical note examines three connected issues: 

The content and main conclusions of the Shoreline Management Plan (Number 2) and the 
provisions it makes for Baglan Bay 

at the setbacks required to deliver the managed realignment policy 
recommended for this area. 

planning policy (and specifically whether the wide zone proposed is 

is shown in Figure 1 which is an extract from the proposals maps 
associated with the Deposit version of the Neath Port Talbot Local Development Plan (DLDP). Savills’ 
separate note describes the previously developed part of the Baglan Bay area which is of most concern

: Relevant area of development (noted as EN1). 

Savills has also explained why the proposed policy approach is of concern and what principal 
Council has used to inform its policy. This is the South Wales Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP2)

a policy of managed realignment for the shoreline as it passes by this part of Baglan Bay. The 
approach is described in the SMP2 as follows: 

“The policy of managed realignment will enable the dune system to function naturally, with minimal 
and monitoring, with the option to construct a secondary set back defence if there

the Shoreline Management Plan (Number 2) and the 

realignment policy 

specifically whether the wide zone proposed is 

which is an extract from the proposals maps 
associated with the Deposit version of the Neath Port Talbot Local Development Plan (DLDP). Savills’ 

Baglan Bay area which is of most concern. 

 

principal document the 
nagement Plan 2 (SMP2) which 

a policy of managed realignment for the shoreline as it passes by this part of Baglan Bay. The 

ally, with minimal 
and monitoring, with the option to construct a secondary set back defence if there is a risk of the 
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dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a 
power station, industrial area and potentially contaminated land.”

The SMP2 does not define what this means in spatial terms. 
them - it simply shows the different treatment of stretches of coast. Neither does it describe
exclusion or protection zones or general treatments). 

Despite this, as the extract from the proposals map shows, the Council proposes a very wide zone
the policy of managed realignment to explain it
which equates to a rate of erosion of the dune system of 3 metres per year (as SMP2 provides a 
management plan for 100 years). Savills informs us that along this stretch of coast and elsewhere in the 
plan, there is no similarly wide area zoned for protection as a result of coastal erosion.

3. Coastal Erosion risk at Baglan B

The South Wales SMP2 (Appendix C) highlight
does not provide any erosion rates for this to be quantified. 
coastal erosion maps indicate that over the
or “Negligible (depending on the defence)”
however, it appears that there is no information
Given the absence of direct measures or records of high rates of coastal erosion this would suggest that a 
very wide protection zone appears unsupportable. 

On an observational basis, St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) has owned the site for nearly seven 
years and been responsible for the remediation of the site. This means that the site is subject to regular 
monitoring visits by qualified engineers. Whilst the purpose of these visits 
erosion, no noticeable changes (such as an erosion rate of 3m/year) 
observed.   

4. Flood risk at Baglan Bay

The South Wales SMP2 indicates that some of the wider area 
event of 0.1% annual probability occurrence (1 in 1000 year return period)
page. However, both this plan and the Welsh 
area of interest is not affected by flood risk. 

On this basis, there is therefore no clear rea
protection area proposed under policy EN1

 2 

dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a 
ation, industrial area and potentially contaminated land.” 

The SMP2 does not define what this means in spatial terms. It includes no zones or recommendations for 
t simply shows the different treatment of stretches of coast. Neither does it describe widths (of 

exclusion or protection zones or general treatments).  

the extract from the proposals map shows, the Council proposes a very wide zone
to explain it. As it affects the area of interest it has a width of 300 metres 
of the dune system of 3 metres per year (as SMP2 provides a 
Savills informs us that along this stretch of coast and elsewhere in the 

similarly wide area zoned for protection as a result of coastal erosion. 

at Baglan Bay 

highlights that there is a risk of coastal erosion to the site
this to be quantified.  Inspection of the Environment Ag
the 100 year period erosion rates are either “not a predominant
)” in the area considered. Other sources have been examined 

information of coastal erosion rates  available in the area of interest
Given the absence of direct measures or records of high rates of coastal erosion this would suggest that a 

otection zone appears unsupportable.    

On an observational basis, St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) has owned the site for nearly seven 
years and been responsible for the remediation of the site. This means that the site is subject to regular 

ng visits by qualified engineers. Whilst the purpose of these visits has not been to measure coastal 
(such as an erosion rate of 3m/year) in the state of the dunes has been 

ay 

some of the wider area is subject to flooding during an extreme flood 
event of 0.1% annual probability occurrence (1 in 1000 year return period), see Figure 2 on the plan over the 

Welsh Government Tan 15 Development Advice Map show that 
of interest is not affected by flood risk.  

clear reason related to flood risk to support the width of the coastal 
protection area proposed under policy EN1 at the area of interest.  

dunes breaching. This will minimise the risk of coastal erosion and flooding to hinterland assets, including a 

It includes no zones or recommendations for 
widths (of 

the extract from the proposals map shows, the Council proposes a very wide zone and uses 
it has a width of 300 metres 

of the dune system of 3 metres per year (as SMP2 provides a 
Savills informs us that along this stretch of coast and elsewhere in the 

that there is a risk of coastal erosion to the site. However, it 
he Environment Agency (EA) 

predominant risk” 
sources have been examined 

in the area of interest. 
Given the absence of direct measures or records of high rates of coastal erosion this would suggest that a 

On an observational basis, St Modwen Developments Limited (SMDL) has owned the site for nearly seven 
years and been responsible for the remediation of the site. This means that the site is subject to regular 

has not been to measure coastal 
in the state of the dunes has been 

flooding during an extreme flood 
on the plan over the 

show that the 

to support the width of the coastal 
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Figure 2: Extract from South Wales SMP2, Appendix C NAI figures, 2010.

 

Conclusions 

From our review of the information available: 

• The Shoreline Management Plan (
stretch of coast that borders Baglan Bay

• SMP2 does not specify or make recommendations for protection zones or widths
• There is no clear evidence why the EN1 area would have been defined to specifically address 

erosion risk. There are no quantified erosion rate
observation from the site indicate that the risk is very low. 

• There is no evidence for the EN1 area 
quantified flood risk.  

• On this basis the retention of the zo

 3 

: Extract from South Wales SMP2, Appendix C NAI figures, 2010. 

From our review of the information available:  

The Shoreline Management Plan (SMP2) recommends a policy of managed realignment for the 
stretch of coast that borders Baglan Bay 

or make recommendations for protection zones or widths   
There is no clear evidence why the EN1 area would have been defined to specifically address 

quantified erosion rates available, and other sources together with 
indicate that the risk is very low.  

evidence for the EN1 area in the area of interest being defined in response to known 

On this basis the retention of the zone as proposed is difficult to support. .  

  

managed realignment for the 

There is no clear evidence why the EN1 area would have been defined to specifically address 
together with  

being defined in response to known 



 

NEATH PORT TALBOT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN EXAMINATION
Hearing Sessions 10 & 11 (Matter
Economy: Baglan Bay 
 
Appendix 6 
Proposed Extent of EN1 Policy Area
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Proposed Extent of EN1 Policy Area 
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