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Session 6 – Island Farm Strategic Employment Site 
 

Inspector’s Agenda with Matters and Issues 
 

1. ALLOCATION STATUS 
 

[Figures in brackets identify a Representor and their representation number eg 
1248.1 refer to Representor 1248 and representation 1]. 

 

1.1 Island Farm - SP9(2) - is one of four Strategic Employment Sites that are 
proposed to be allocated by Policy SP9.  It was previously allocated as a Special 

Employment Site in the UDP.  According to Appendix 3 it has a total area of 
25.95ha but of that only 11ha are available for employment (apparently because 
of environmental constraints).   Delivery is described as in the ‘medium’ term 

which Chapter 9 indicates as phasing in the period 2011-2021.  Policy PLA8(5) 
provides for an associated development-led new road junction on the A48.  

 
1.2 HD Ltd considers that there is a plentiful supply of employment land elsewhere in 

the County Borough and questions the site’s allocation for employment in Policy 
SP9.  They consider the site ‘unviable’ for such development as only 11ha out of 
25.95ha is considered by the Council to be developable.  HD Ltd accordingly seek 

that Island Farm should be de-allocated as a Strategic Employment Site and 
instead allocated as a Mixed Use Regeneration Site in Policy PLA3 of the LDP ‘to 

reflect the current planning status of the site’ (1248.1; 1248.2).  In that regard 
the site is said to be the subject of a planning application (P/08/1114/OUT) for 
mixed use development on 6.56ha of land.  The site area proposed for the PLA3 

allocation would extend to the south of the SP9 allocation as far as New Inn Road 
and HD Ltd considers that the PLA1 settlement boundary at Island Farm should 

also be extended ‘to reflect the current planning status of the site’ (1248.3).   
 
1.3 The Council refers to its response to Alternative Site 044.  The Council’s Delivery 

and Implementation Background Paper 10 (SD44) describes the allocation as ‘part 
of a larger area which has planning consent (subject to a section 106 agreement)’ 

for the mixed uses.  These include a rugby stadium and training facilities together 
with other leisure, commercial and office uses.   

 

Qn1a. Would HD Ltd provide details of the 2008 planning application 
including what part of the allocation it does and does not cover and an 

update on progress towards completing the S106 agreement? 
 

The Council can confirm that the Section 106 agreement has been signed and the 

planning permission has been issued. For information the Council attaches: 
 

• Appendix A: The Officers Report and decision notice for planning 
application P/08/1114/OUT.  
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• Appendix B: An OS plan showing the Deposit LDP Strategic Employment 
Allocation SP9(2) Island Farm, Bridgend and the area covered by 

planning application P/08/1114/OUT.  
• Appendix C: An OS plan showing the proposed land uses detailed in 

planning application P/08/1114/OUT. 

 
Qn1b. How likely is it that that sports/leisure/commercial 

development will be implemented in its proposed form? 
 
 The Council will await the response from HD Ltd (1248). 

 
Qn1c.  Does the Council’s apparent support for that proposal make 

the delivery of 11ha of high technology business improbable? 
 

The Council maintains its stance adopted in its response to AS044. Notwithstanding 
the planning consent on the site, the Council considers that strategic employment 
allocation should be maintained to provide strategic employment opportunities 

should the mixed-use proposal not be delivered. Even if the mixed use 
development is delivered the development will include 6.56 hectares of 

employment land as an extension to the existing science park, which is still a 
significant area. 

 

Qn1d. What part of the site is controlled by the Council and by other 
landowners? 

 
 A plan detailing site ownership is attached as Appendix D. 

 

Qn1f.  Would the whole site up to New Inn Road be included in that 
settlement boundary? 

 
The Councils interpretation of the representation is that the representor would like 
the entire site up to New Inn Road, as defined in AS044, included within the 

settlement boundary of Bridgend. However the Council will await confirmation from 
HD Ltd (1248). 

 
Qn1g. If the site were allocated as a PLA3 mixed use site, what 
would be the content of the mixed use development including the amounts 

of housing, employment and other uses and how would that be 
represented in the plan’s text? 

 
The planning consent relates to employment, sporting and recreational uses; it 
does not relate to housing. Therefore if the site was allocated for a mixed use 

scheme under Policy PLA3, the Council considers that the uses should be restricted 
to those detailed in planning application P/08/1114/OUT. The Council would 

question the need for housing, as part of the mixed use development, as this does 
not form part of the planning permission associated with the site.  
 

With regards the resultant changes to the LDP; Policy PLA3 would have to include a 
new allocation to reflect the mixed use scheme and Policy SP9 would have to be 

amended to reflect the reduced level of employment land which would be 
delivered. However, in addition to the employment element, the proposal is for a 

15,000 seat stadium, a 5000 seat stadium, a 2000 seat stadium, an indoor tennis 
centre, a 4G training facility and sports centre. Given the proposals unique nature, 
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the LDP does not currently contain a policy which makes provision for this type of 
large-scale ‘Regional’ sporting or recreation facility. Therefore the Council considers 

that the LDP would require a stand-a-lone site specific Policy in respect of the 
proposed sport and recreation facilities to reflect its unique nature. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, the inclusion of such a site-specific policy and 
allocation would be at risk of delivery should the landowner / developer encounter 

problems of viability. In this instance, the Council considers that if this situation did 
occur it is very unlikely that another developer could deliver such a prestigious 
large-scale scheme and in this respect the evidence base of the LDP could not 

justify its inclusion, either as a stand alone policy or as a PLA3 site for mixed use 
development.    

 
If such a policy amendment were to be recommended by the Inspector; taking the 

site up to New Inn Road and therefore ‘within’ the Settlement Boundary of 
Bridgend it would be difficult to resist future alternative development, including 
housing on a greenfield site, if the viability and deliverability of the scheme came 

into question . The retention of the SP9(2) allocation represents a ‘fall back’ 
position for the Council should the proposed development, approved under 

planning application P/08/1114/OUT, fail to materialise.  Such a fall back position 
could deliver the 11 hectares of employment land, as apposed to the 6.56 hectares 
as part of the currently approved scheme.  

 
The Council welcomes the delivery of planning application P/08/1114/OUT on the 

basis of the many facilities and jobs that it will provide, but there are inherent risks 
in reflecting the approved scheme in the LDP in terms of deliverability and 
additional loss of greenfield land to alternative uses, such as housing, that have 

not been properly justified and consulted upon through the LDP process. 
 

1.4 The Representor considers that PLA3 should include an element of supporting text 
to encourage early engagement with the owners of allocated sites, especially those 
sites which are allocated for Regeneration and Mixed Use Development Schemes. 

This they consider would enable the identification of the most suitable and viable 
options for their delivery, especially when there are multiple land owners – as is 

the case in the instance where Bridgend CBC are also a land owner (1248.4).  The 
Council responds that it has been proactive in their engagement with land-owners 
with respect to demonstrating delivery of sites in the LDP.  The Council welcomes 

early engagement on proposed development however it is not considered that 
such an approach needs to be expressed in the text of the LDP. 

 
Qn1g. How is ‘early engagement’ to be defined (the LDP period 
commenced in 2006)?   Why is the change needed to make the plan 

sound? 
 

 The Council will await the response from HD Ltd (1248). 
 
2. ROAD ACCESS 

 
2.1 Bridgend Town Council fear the route for the proposed road through the Island 

Farm site and science park will have a detrimental affect on business and encroach 
on the back gardens of residents in Island Farm Close (35.10; 35.11).  Residents 

of Island Farm Close consider that the proposed road by Hegerty Developers 
through Island Farm is unsound.  It is situated too close to residents of Island 



Session 6 – Island Farm – Matters and Issues      

Farm violating their privacy and also impacting on the Science Park which will have 
a serious effect on the peace and tranquillity for which the site for employment 

was chosen (1251.3 written reps).  Island Farm Campaign for Action objects to the 
proposed road from the A48 through Island Farm (1252.3).   

 

2.2 The Council responds that the LDP does not detail the internal road network 
associated with Island Farm Strategic Employment Allocation allocated under 

Policy SP9(2).  These representations refer to an issue which is not specifically 
outlined in the LDP and would more appropriately be addressed at the planning 
application stage of development.  Policy PLA8 (5) Access to Island Farm Strategic 

Employment Site details the requirement for a new junction to be constructed on 
the A48 to allow the effective and safe access of the site.  It is acknowledged in 

the LDP that careful consideration must be given to this development to ensure 
that it introduces mitigation to overcome any adverse effect on the efficiency of 

the surrounding highway network.  Therefore, the internal road layout will be 
assessed when detailed planning applications are submitted.   

 

2.3 In respect of the Representors’ objection to the internal road through Island Farm, 
this is in association with Planning Application P/08/1114/OUT for new mixed-use 

sport, leisure, commercial and office based development which is approved subject 
to the signing of the appropriate legal agreements.  

 

2.4 The above HD Ltd site boundary drawing suggests submitted with their 
representations indicates that it may be intended to take some access from 

Technology Drive or Ewenny Road.  The site would also front New Inn Road. 
 

Qn2a. Has the Council supported the road in the 2008 application to 

which the resident’s object? 
 

Planning application P/08/1114/OUT was the subject of an extensive 
Transportation Assessment and rigorous analysis by consultants engaged by the 
Council. The Highway Authority, had identified the need for a link between the A48 

site access and the B4265 (Ewenny Road), and this was included in the developer’s 
proposals. This link will reduce pressure on Ewenny Junction and increase its 

capacity by reducing right turn movements from eastbound traffic travelling 
towards Ogmore by Sea on the B4265, and reducing left turn movements for 
northbound traffic on the B4265 seeking to travel west onto the A48. The proposed 

link will allow these movements (approx 160 movements currently in each of the 
peak hours) without motorists passing through the Ewenny junction. The planning 

condition requires the link road to be operational before the 2000 seat football 
stadium (phase 2(b)) of the proposal comes into beneficial use.  

 

It is also not considered to be good practice for a site generating high levels of 
traffic to be served by a single entry point of access. An alternative means of entry 

is considered appropriate, particularly in the event of the main access becoming 
blocked and to allow alternative access for emergency service vehicles.  

 

The line of the route is identified on drawings attached to the Section 106 
Agreement incorporated into the Planning Consent, although this element of the 

Planning Application is an outline matter, with the details being reserved for future 
consideration. Consequently the line of the route has not been firmly determined at 

the present time and is considered illustrative. 
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Ewenny junction itself will be upgraded prior to the Sports Centre or Main Stadium 
elements of the proposal (phases 2(d) and 2(e)). Illustrative proposals are 

attached to the Section 106 Agreement in respect of the Ewenny junction upgrade, 
but these will be subject to detailed consideration as part of later phases of the 
overall proposal. 

  
It is therefore confirmed that the council supports the link road identified in the 

2008 application in the interests of highway safety and maintaining the free flow of 
traffic on the classified strategic network through Ewenny junction. 
 

Qn2b. How does that affect any remaining SP9(2) land and the 
implementation of PLA8(5)? 

 
The Island Farm proposal (which includes an employment element of 6.56 

hectares) utilises all of the land identified in the LDP for a high quality strategic 
employment site and extends beyond the defined settlement boundary to New Inn 
Road. Consequently there is no remaining land to be affected. The access 

arrangements have however been determined on the basis of traffic associated 
with the consented development in the same way as would have occurred if the 

site had been developed as a strategic employment site. 
 

It is considered that the Island Farm site, identified in the LDP under policies 

SP9(2) (Island Farm, Bridgend (11 Hectares)) and PLA8(5) (Access to Island Farm 
Strategic Employment Site) has been the subject of a rigorous transportation 

assessment and as a result it is considered that the phased improvement measures 
proposed, will ensure that the impact of development traffic on the network will be 
mitigated sufficiently to avoid additional congestion in the peak hours. In addition 

any extraordinary traffic levels arising from major sporting events will be policed 
and be the subject of Park and Ride facilities at locations away from the site. In 

addition the day to day traffic levels in the peak hours associated with the site are 
considered to be no greater than those associated with a Science Park allocation.  

 

Qn2c.  How would HD Ltd propose to provide access for their 
expanded allocation site? 

 
The Council has no information on any speculative expansion proposal, unless it is 
intended to relate to an alternative use in the event of the consented development 

not proceeding. Any alternative use would be subject to a detailed Transportation 
Assessment to assess the affect upon the network. The highway authority would 

not support an access from New Inn Road or Merthyr Mawr Road  due to the 
constraints of those corridors and the substandard nature of junctions onto the 
strategic network. Indeed, it is extremely unlikely that any additional access to 

serve the site over and above those identified in the consented proposal would be 
supported. Furthermore, any scheme to intensify movements to or from Route A48 

(or Route B4265) from the accesses already approved (which may alter traffic 
levels at the peak hours) would need to be the subject of a full Transportation 
Assessment so that the affect upon the network can be properly examined. 

 
It can be confirmed, however, that the council is satisfied that the traffic generated 

from the proposal, as approved, has been sufficiently mitigated by means of 
proposed highway improvements and the future establishment of Park and Ride 

proposals and Event Management strategies during major events generating high 
levels of spectator attraction. 
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The Council also awaits the response from HD Ltd (1248) should they speculate on 

an alternative use for the site. 
 
3. SITE OF IMPORTANCE FOR NATURE CONSERVATION (SINC) 

 
3.1 Given the biodiversity interests within the site the Countryside Council for Wales 

(CCW) argue that the LDP should make provision to ensure that development at 
this site will be required to protect the Island Farm POW SINC and any European 
Protected Species interests within the site.  CCW recommend that this requirement 

is identified in Chapter 9.0: Delivery and Implementation of the LDP (54.15; 
54.27). 

 
3.2 HD Ltd also comments that it is misleading not to represent the environmental 

designation in the allocation. 
 
3.3 The Council considers that Section 9 (Delivery and Implementation) of the Deposit 

LDP gives sufficient information to enable the reader to ascertain the general 
status and likely implementation dates of a site or proposal allocated in the Plan. 

However, it also recognises that the deliverability of a site is an ongoing, evolving 
process. Specific site details are constantly changing and new issues may arise 
after the plan-making stage.   To this end, it is proposed that an online LDP Site 

Database is established which is kept up-to-date and formally published once a 
year as part of the LDP Annual Monitoring Report (AMR). This database will outline 

the current status of the site and its likely implementation timescales with links to 
any relevant planning applications, planning / environmental studies which have 
been undertaken and any further constraints which have been identified. Where 

relevant it may also indicate likely section 106 requirements associated with the 
site. Land ownership details will also be included to facilitate contact between 

interested parties.  The Delivery and Implementation Background Paper SD44 
includes a reference to protection of the Island Farm SINC and any European 
Protected Species.  It does not include land ownership details. 

 
Qn3a. Would the Council please provide a plan which defines the 

extent of the SINC and how it relates to the 25.95ha site allocation and 
the 11ha of employment land.  Should the SINC be shown on the 
Proposals Map? 

 
The Council provides a plan (Appendix E) defining the extent of the Island Farm 

POW Camp SINC in relation to Strategic Employment Allocation SP9(2) Island 
Farm, Bridgend.  

 

The Council relies on the response detailed in Consultation Report Volume 2: 
Appendix I (SD08):  

 
PPW states in paragraph 5.4.6 that statutory and non-statutory designations 
should, where practicable, be clearly identified on the proposals map. 

 
The Council's current list of identified SINCs are those listed in the Bridgend Local 

Biodiversity Action Plan 2002 (SD95/96) and are currently under review as part of 
a separate process and so it has not been practicable to display the SINCs on the 

proposals map as they could be subject to change at a late stage of LDP 
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preparation. In addition, the scale of SINC coverage in the County Borough is so 
great that it could overwhelm the proposals map. 

 
At such time as the SINC work has been finalised (which will involve liaison with 
landowners etc) it is proposed to produce Supplementary Planning Guidance 

identifying the new list of sites and giving management advice to those landowners 
whose land contains a SINC. This in itself will also be subject to public consultation. 

 
Qn3b. Should the allocation exclude the SINC land? 

 

The Council considers that the inclusion of the SINC within the allocation is 
important to make it clear that its retention and management directly relates to 

the development of the site.  
 

3.4 In the light of the above comments and their concerns of the over-allocation of 
employment land within the LDP, CCW also have concerns about the allocation of 
Island Farm Prisoner of War SINC for employment purposes.  Whilst CCW note 

that an outline planning permission for mixed use comprising sport/ leisure 
/commercial /offices was granted conditional planning permission in June 2011 

subject to the applicant entering into a section 106 agreement (which included the 
management and retention of parts of the SINC), the current employment 
allocation makes no reference to a requirement to protect the SINC or the 

European Protected Species interests within the site.  CCW therefore recommend 
that the allocation is deleted from the plan or amended to reflect the planning 

permission that the authority has been minded to approve for the site.  Should the 
authority/inspector decide that the allocation as currently proposed in the plan 
should be retained, CCW recommends that reference is made to the need for 

development proposals to maintain the favourable conservation status of EPS 
within the site, and to accommodate the SINC. (To meet Tests of Soundness C2 

and CE2) (54.70). 
 
4. GREEN WEDGE 

 
4.1 Island Farm Campaign for Action considers that a Green Wedge allocation should 

be ‘re-instated’ at this location to restrict further development and act as a 
continuation of the Green Wedge at Herenston and Merthyr Mawr.  They also 
consider that it would reduce disruption to the existing Science Park (REG1(24)) 

(1251.2).  Residents of Island Farm Close also consider that a green wedge should 
be designated to the south of the Island Farm allocation.  This would prevent 

encroaching developments infringing on the Historic Village of Merthyr Mawr 
(1252.1 written reps).  The area proposed for Green Wedge allocation covers the 
land which HD ltd seeks as an extension to the settlement boundary and for 

allocation for mixed development. 
 

4.2 The Council’s response to this proposal (Alternative Site AS063) refers to its 
methodology for designating Green Wedges as set out in Background Paper 4 
(SD38).  That analysis apparently concluded that no Green Wedge should be 

designated between Bridgend and Porthcawl as the width of the gap was excessive 
at 2.49 miles and well in excess of the usual 1 mile maximum width between 

settlements.  Merthyr Mawr does not appear as a defined settlement in the LDP 
Settlement Hierarchy. 
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Qn4a. Has the subject land previously been the subject of any green 
wedge or other landscape protection as none is shown on the 2005 UDP 

Proposals Map? 
 

The Council can confirm that the area of land covered by AS063 has not been 

subject of a  green wedge or landscape protection designation in either the 
Bridgend UDP (SD29) or the former Ogwr Borough Local Plan. 

 
Qn4b. What has happened to the Sand & Gravel Resource 
Safeguarding Area shown on the UDP Proposals Map but not shown on the 

LDP Proposals Map?  
 

As outlined in Background Paper 5: Minerals (SD39), the Sand & Gravel Resource 
Safeguarding Areas have been defined on the proposals maps using the new 

mineral resource map of Wales produced by the BGS. The safeguarding area 
identified in  Policy M14(3) of the Bridgend UDP was not identified for safeguarding 
by the BGS and therefore does not appear on the proposals map. 

 
Qn4c.  Should Merthyr Mawr be considered as a settlement and would 

it otherwise qualify for separation by a Green Wedge? 
 

All settlement boundaries underwent substantial review as part of the LDP process. 

The methodology for this review is contained within Background Paper 3: 
Settlement Boundary Designation (SD38). This included designating new 

boundaries around small areas of relatively dense housing development where a 
meaningful settlement boundary could be drawn and policies which relate to urban 
areas could apply.  

 
In this respect, the Council considered that Merthyr Mawr constituted a number of 

sporadically  placed rural dwellings covering a large area of countryside with no 
local services or facilities which would be associated with a ‘settlement’. In 
addition, the pattern of dwellings is so widely spaced that no meaningful 

settlement  boundary could be drawn. The Council considers that had Merthyr 
Mawr been identified as a settlement under Policy PLA1, the policies in the LDP 

would allow for large scale infill and windfall development urbanising an area of 
countryside which is currently a Special Landscape Area, a Historic Landscape, an 
Archeologically Sensitive Area and a Conservation Area. In addition many of the 

buildings within Merthyr Mawr are Listed. This scale of development would 
undermine the LDP growth strategy and the character of the area.  

 
In light of the above, it is considered that the inclusion of Merthyr Mawr as a 
settlement would be detrimental in respect of its impact on the countryside, the 

areas special character and LDP strategy. It is also considered that the countryside 
protection policies in the LDP are adequate in protecting the rural area of Merthyr 

Mawr from inappropriate development without the designation of a green wedge.  
 

Qn4d. If there is no Green Wedge (and if the site is not allocated for 

development and settlement extension as proposed by HD Ltd) would 
other LDP policies and designations (including PLA1 and ENV1) adequately 

control development in this location? 
 

As outlined above, the Council considers that Policies PLA1 and ENV1 would 
adequately control development in this area. In addition the policies associated 
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with the Special Landscape Area, Historic Landscape, Archeologically Sensitive 
Area, the Conservation Area and the listed buildings and their settings would 

provide added protection from inappropriate development.   
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