Neat Port Talbot UDP Housing RTS

Objection No’s 10369 & 10383 

1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

1.1 My name is Lynda Healy. I have been employed as the Regional Planner for Wales with the Home Builders Federation since June 2002.

1.2 I hold a MA in Town Planning from the University of the West of England, Bristol. 

1.3 I am a member of the Land Use Planning Forum.  Originally established by the National Assembly for Wales to review the Planning System it now provides timely, practical and expert advice to the Minister for Environment Planning and Countryside on policy implications associated with the Planning Delivering for Wales agenda.
1.4 I have worked in planning since 1981, most recently as a Principal Planner in the forward planning section at Caerphilly County Borough Council.

1.5 The Home Builders Federation is a representative organisation that acts on behalf of house builders and developers throughout England and Wales. Its members build approximately 80% of the nations new homes. The House Builders Federation’s role is to represent the interests of the industry as a whole. It cannot comment on site-specific issues, which favour one developer over another or prejudice their interests.

2 NATURE OF OBJECTIONS AND REQUESTED CHANGES

2.1 The HBF have made a number of objections these are listed at the front of this document.  The main issues are:

· Although the HBF supports the principle of developing Llandarcy it cannot see the site being able to contribute 2,000 houses within the plan period.

· There is a problem with the delivery of this site due to the unique contamination and organisational problems that the redevelopment of an oil refinery site for residential development purposes presents.

2.2 The HBF request the following changes:

· A more realistic figure is required regarding how many houses can be built on the Llandarcy site prior to 2011.

· Policy H1 should contain a flexibility allowance to ensure that the Plan can respond to delays in the development of Llandarcy.

3 NATIONAL POLICY GUIDANCE

3.1 In preparing their UDPs, local planning authorities are advised to devise a settlement strategy which establishes housing policies in line with their local housing strategy and a spatial pattern of housing development balancing social, economic and environmental needs 

3.2 The settlement strategy will be informed by a sustainability appraisal and should be fully justified.  It should be compatible with other policies such as those for transport and other infrastructure provision.  Local planning authorities should use a criteria-based approach in developing their settlement strategy (See Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.1).

3.3 Planning Policy Wales sets out criteria that local planning authorities should consider in deciding which sites to allocate in their UDPs:

· The availability of previously developed sites and empty or under-used buildings and their suitability for housing use;

· The location and accessibility of potential development to jobs, shops and services by modes other than the car, and the potential for improving such accessibility;

· The capacity of existing and potential infrastructure, including public transport, water and sewerage, other utilities and social infrastructure (such as schools and hospitals) to absorb further development and the cost of adding further infrastructure;

· The ability to build communities to support new physical and social infrastructure, including consideration of the effect on the Welsh language and to provide sufficient demand to sustain appropriate local services and facilities; and

· The physical and environmental constraints on development of land, for example, the level of contamination, stability and flood risk, taking into account that such risk may increase as a result of climate change, and the location of fragile habitats and species, archaeological and historic site and landscapes.

The exception to this principle will be where previously developed sites perform so poorly in relation to the criteria listed in paragraph 9.2.8 as to preclude their use for housing (within the relevant plan period or phase) before a particular greenfield site (Planning Policy Wales March 2002 paragraph 9.2.8).

4 WALES SPATIAL PLAN

4.1 The Wales Spatial Plan proposes that “development should be focused on Port Talbot, Neath, Swansea and Llanelli, prioritising the use of the abundant supply of brownfield land”.   Central to this process is the joint preparation of an integrated waterfront regeneration masterplan.  Existing proposals, including the Bagaln Bay Energy Park, Llandarcy Urban Village, SA1 Waterfront and Llanelli Millennium Coastal Park, should be integrated in this plan. (People, Places, Futures – The Wales Spatial Plan Nov 2004 pp54-56).

5 STRATEGIC GUIDANCE

5.1 Regional Planning Guidance for South West Wales (RPG SWWSPG) was published in April 2000. Among the purposes of the document is the intention to provide a context for the preparation, consideration and revision of UDPs.

5.2 The guidance encourages development upon brownfiled sites in appropriate locations. 

6 THE UDP VISION AND STRATEGY

6.1 Following decades of loss of population and jobs the Authority’s vision is to stabilise the population at the 1991 level in order to support communities and help them sustain and enhance their facilities and services.  The HBF is supportive of this strategy.

6.2 The HBF is generally supportive of the Swansea Bay Arc of Opportunity concept which underpins the Plans vision.  

7 DELIVERABILITY OF LLANDARCY

7.1 The HBF is supportive of the aim to develop an urban village at Llandarcy but is concerned with the overoptimistic estimate of the number of houses that can be expected from the site within the Plan period.  In order to ensure the investment required to develop the area  the site needs to generate sufficient total returns; limit associated risk and ensure liquidity.  The HBF does not believe that these issues have been sufficiently resolved as yet.  
7.2 There are a number of constraints particularly in terms of the remediation strategy, environmental issues and access and movement that need to be addressed for development to proceed as envisaged in the supporting planning statement.  

7.3 This site is the largest regeneration scheme in Europe and is also one of very few petro-chemical plants to be remediated for residential use.  This makes it not only difficult and risk averse but also a huge organisational problem that needs great expertise and knowledge in the brownfield regeneration field.  To date no preferred partner with the expertise required has been appointed.  The appointment of such a partner is key to the success and delivery of the scheme.  This is the first hurdle and an important one in terms of progressing the development.

7.4 As the supporting planning statement points out the involvement of a developer is key to ensure that the landowner does not enter into any obligations that the developer finds unacceptable or undeliverable.  To date no developer has been appointed and therefore the appropriate S106 requirements cannot have been prepared.  There are a great number of requirements that will need to be agreed all of which will take time and on such a sensitive site cannot be rushed.  

7.5 There may well be Grampian style conditions, which limit the amount of development until off site infrastructure is delivered.

7.6 The selected developer will be key to the delivery of this large scale complex scheme.

Remediation

7.7 The most difficult part of this scheme is with contractual issues regarding design and supervision of the remediation and preparation of the site.  The programme and contractual arrangements themselves will take an immense amount of time to resolve.  Ideally one contractor is required and this contractor must have expertise in this field and on this scale.

7.8 The decontamination of the whole site is to be carried out by way of  biological degredation and capping.  The HBF understands that a 3 phase strategy of development area, decontamination area and a work area is required to ensure a rolling programme of decontamination.  In phases 2, 3 and 4 north and south development sites are to be worked.  Remediation will be complex as the phasing of reclamation is key to the ability of developers to sell their sites.  Remediation areas have to be kept well away from development areas.     Some areas are far more contaminated and thus far more expensive to remediate and this will also effect the timing and phasing of development.   Any problems with the decontamination of the site will have consequences for the development strategy.

7.9 The supporting planning application statement acknowledges that the implementation of the remediation strategy will be a key component that needs to be embodied within legal agreements.  And that remediation measures will need to be monitored throughout all phases of development.

Environmental Issues

7.10 There are issues to be resolved with regards natural flow barriers on the northern and western boundaries which are very costly and need to be carried out before the main site is developed.    This is particularly important in the case of the western boundary where the Crymlyn Bog SAC, a site of international importance for nature conservation is located.  The protection of offsite receptors from contamination is fundamental to the development of this site.  The remediation strategy and the RAP need further development and implementation agreements with EA, CCW and Neath Port Talbot Borough Council.

7.11 To protect water quality of the Crymlyn Bog surface water will discharge via storage lagoons  with an interceptor system to prevent any influx of hydrocarbons.  To date it appears that only the principle of these storage lagoons have been discussed .  Designs and a Code of Construction Practice, and an Environmental Management Plan have yet to be provided to the Regulatory Authorities for approval in advance of construction works.  Neither have detailed proposals for the maintenance and monitoring of the operation of the lagoons been agreed.  HBF is well aware that agreeing such arrangements is very difficult and takes time.

7.12 Concern has been expressed with the installation of piles through the bog could connect with the aquifer and affect the hydrology of the bog.

7.13 There is also a reservoir on site, which needs to be decommissioned. Streams that currently feed it will need to be diverted to the river Neath.  

Access and Movement

7.14 The aim is that a quality  public transport service will enbale easy access to nearby communities and employment centres.  A transport assessment has indicated a number of additional measures that are needed to ensure that the development concept is delivered.  

7.15 The M4 improvements include road widening and signal control of the gyratory junctions.  There is no indication in the supporting planning statement as to when this work has to be carried out or if there are any Grampian style conditions to be attached to the approval.  There is also an issue of who should pay for the improvements given that the dualling of the A465, which is due to be completed in 2009-2010, will also have an impact.

7.16 The Southern access road is a critical component of the entire Coed Darcy development concept.  The road is key to the delivery of a quality public transport network and is envisaged to be delivered in the early stages of development to ensure the vision is not compromised.  Unfortunately some of the land required for the southern link road and the motorway junction improvements are not in BP’s ownership.  Although negotiations are underway there is no guarantee that compulsory purchase powers will not have to be used.  This will no doubt delay the delivery of the site.  In the case of the southern access road there are problems with the bridging of the canal.

7.17 There is a former mineral line that runs through the site, which is required to ensure that this site is truly sustainable, the cost and timescales for achieving this are important.  This is another issue that has yet to be resolved.

8 LARGE SITES

8.1 There is also the wider issue of the length of time it takes to bring such large sites forward and likely development rates once the site commences.

8.2 Lead in times on large sites, are notoriously lengthy.  Given that the UDP has yet to be adopted and that a masterplan needs to be agreed before planning applications can be made it is considered unlikely that completions will be achieved on the main part of the site before 2008.  Experience from other large sites indicates that the date from adoption in a local plan to the grant of planning permission can be very lengthy.  In the case of South Sebastopol (Torfaen CBC) this process has taken 3 years and the S106 agreement has yet to be signed.  In the case of Rogerstone power station (Newport CBC) the planning application may only have taken 1 year but it was a further two years before completions were achieved on site.  

8.3 It is widely accepted that developments start at a relatively low rate, reach a peak of development at approximately 50 dwellings per annum per house builder and then fall off again.  It is HBF members view that this site is unlikely to support more than 4 developers at one time and therefore the maximum rate to be expected on this site is 200 per annum.  The HBF can also provide supporting evidence from Hampshire County Council which identifies that lead in times to peak flow can vary from 2 to 8 years.

8.4 The Council needs to make a realistic assessment of the number of houses that can be generated on this site by 2011.  The key point is the starting date and any controls there might be on how many houses can proceed before the M4 junction is improved or the new southern link road is in place.

8.5 According to the supporting planning statement Phase 1 is expected to deliver 300 units by the end of 2007 that is in 18 months time.  As yet there is no preferred developer and there is no detailed application before the council.  The HBF consider it unrealistic to expect completions on the site prior to 2007. 

9 CONCLUSION

9.1 The HBF request the following changes:

· A more realistic figure of how many units can be delivered on the Llandarcy site prior to 2016 (See suggested HBF table).

	
	Phase 1
	Phase 2
	Phase 3
	Phase 4

	2006
	
	
	
	

	2007
	50
	
	
	

	2008
	100
	
	
	

	2009
	100
	
	
	

	2010
	50
	100
	
	

	2011
	
	200
	
	

	2012
	
	100
	100
	

	2013
	
	
	200
	

	2014
	
	
	200
	

	2015
	
	
	
	200

	2016
	
	
	
	200

	Total
	300
	400
	600
	400


· Policy H1 should contain a flexibility allowance to allow for any shortfall in development likely to happen as a result of problems developing Llandarcy.
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