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LDP Programme Officer

From: Craig and Michelle Reed <sclcar@hotmail.co.uk>
Sent: 02 March 2023 00:18
To: LDP Programme Officer
Subject: Bridgend replacement local development plan
Attachments: 220719 Replacement Local Development Plan.pdf

Dear Amanda, 
 
I have obtained your details from the BCBC pages updating on the progress of the Bridgend RDLP, specifically the 
submission of the plan for examination by the Independent Inspector.  I understand you are supporting the 
Independent Inspector. 
 
Whilst the BCBC website is not clear, I understand the examination has commenced and the hearings noted on the 
website relate to this examination. 
 
My concern is that, I understand from a letter from Nicola Gulley (the inspector) included in the Hearings materials 
that the plan has been detailed as not being subject to any focused changes and, therefore, the deposit LDP is the 
one subject to examination.  Which means only representations made on the original Deposit Plan (between 1 June 
2021 and 27 July 2021) will be considered.   
 
However, I believe this to be incorrect.  The report to the Cabinet on 19 July 2022 (as attached), clearly stated on 
page 24 as follows: 
 
4.58 Focussed Changes Consultation  
4.59 Since the publication of the RLDP Deposit Plan for Consultation, new information, changes to legislation, 
updated national planning guidance and the completion of supporting technical information has necessitated a 
review of the LDP evidence base. This, together with some of the matters raised in the consultation representations 
means a number of changes to the Deposit RLDP are considered necessary. The main changes are as follows: 
 
a) Removal of Housing Allocation at Parc Afon Ewenni, Bridgend – this is as a  
result of the recently published Flood Map for Planning identifying the site at  
being at risk of flooding;  
b) Inclusion of a housing allocation at Heol Fach, North Cornelly.  
c) Inclusion of site masterplans;  
d) Removal of Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople Site at Land adjacent to  
Bryncethin Depot;  
e) Completed Strategic Transport Assessment; and  
f) Updated Strategic Flood Consequence Assessment.  
 
4.60 The amended RLDP is attached as Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 (with the proposed Changes shown as tracked 
changes. 
4.61 These Focussed Changes will be subject to a further period of public consultation which will commence once the 
RLDP has been submitted to the Welsh Government and PEDW. The consultation will be advertised in accordance 
with the CIS and all 
representations will be received by the Independent Inspector appointed by PEDW and considered as part of the 
public examination of the RLDP. 
 
I have been looking at the BCBC website for many months looking for details of the referenced public consultation 
on the Focussed Changes but have seen no information.  Therefore, I am now surprised to see the Inspector has 
sent letters to those who responded to the 2021 consultation stating that there were no Focussed Changes and, 
therefore, the Examination is progressing on the original Deposit Plan and not the revised Deposit Plan. 
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I would appreciate it if you could confirm the situation, as I wish to make representations as a result of the Focussed 
Changes.  At this time, it appears to me that the examination is progressing without having followed the correct 
process, which I assume would make it subject to challenge, which I would intend to do. 
 
Therefore, I would appreciate it if you could confirm why there has been no public consultation on the Focussed 
Changes detailed in the Cabinet report of 19 July 2022, responses to which should be considered by the Inspector.  If 
there was and I missed this consultation, could you confirm where it was advertised. 
 
Many thanks 
 
Craig Reed 
07795 621480  
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Dear Mr Reed,  

Thank you for your email below, which as you can see has been forwarded to the Strategic Planning 
team at Bridgend Council to respond.   

As you have noted, the LDP Examination has commenced and the hearings are proceeding as per the 
schedule on our website. You are quite correct in your assertion that the LDP has not been subject to 
Focussed Changes and that the Deposit Plan is the one that is subject to the Planning Inspector’s 
examination.   

The Officers Report to Cabinet (as per your attachment) included a recommendation to include an 
additional housing allocation at Heol Fach, North Cornelly (Para 4.59(b)). At their meeting on 19 July 
2022, Cabinet Members agreed to recommend to Council that the LDP be submitted to Welsh 
Government and PEDW subject to the additional housing allocation being omitted. (Please refer to: 
https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=14014&LLL=0)  

This is explained in the subsequent Report to Council on 19th October 2022 at paragraph 4.60-4.61:   

“4.60 The RLDP report considered by Cabinet on 19 July 2022 recommended that a further 
period of consultation would take place once the RLDP had been submitted to PEDW on the 
basis that the inclusion of a residential land allocation at Heol Fach, North Cornelly was 
considered a significant 'Focused Change’, requiring formal public consultation. Cabinet 
made a considered decision to proceed with a 10% rather than a 13% housing requirement 
flexibility allowance which negates the need to include Heol Fach in the RLDP. Therefore, this 
change in circumstance means that a formal ‘Focused Change’ consultation is not required.  

 4.61 The remaining focused changes discussed above, are considered minor and do not require 
formal public consultation.” 

(Please refer here for the full report: https://democratic.bridgend.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=14395)  

Prior to reporting to Council, Welsh Government confirmed that a ‘Focussed Change’ consultation 
would no longer be necessary given that no new housing allocations were being added to the 
Deposit Plan.  

 The Inspector will consider the remaining minor changes during the course of the examination and 
any changes proposed to the LDP during the hearing sessions will be subject to public consultation 
once the sessions have concluded.   

Many thanks, Gareth 

Gareth Denning BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

Arweinydd Tîm Polisi Cynllunio Strategol | Strategic Planning Policy Team Leader  

Cymunedau | Communities 

Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council  

Gwefan | Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk 



Craig and Michelle Reed  

Sent: 06 March 2023 20:36 

To: Gareth Denning 

Cc: LDP Programme Officer 

Subject: RE: Bridgend replacement local development plan 

Hi Gareth,  

This is not correct according to the 19th October Cabinet Report and based on the submitted RLDP.  

It clearly states as follows:  

4.58 Focussed Changes  

4.59 Since the publication of the RLDP Deposit Plan for Consultation, new information, changes to 
legislation,  

updated national planning guidance and the completion of supporting technical information has 
necessitated a  

review of the LDP evidence base. 

This, together with some of the matters raised in the consultation representations  

means a number of changes to the Deposit RLDP are considered necessary. The main changes are as 
follows: 

a) Removal of Housing Allocation at Parc Afon Ewenni, Bridgend – this is as a  

result of the recently published Flood Map for Planning identifying the site at  

being at risk of flooding;  

b) Inclusion of site masterplans; 

c) Removal of Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople Site at Land adjacent to  

Bryncethin Depot – this is a result of an existing site receiving planning consent  

instead; 

d) Completed Strategic Transport Assessment; and 

e) Updated Strategic Flood Consequence Assessment. 



My email below refers to these focussed changes. Whilst I note the Cabinet report states that 'The 
[remaining]  

focused changes discussed above, are considered minor and do not require formal public 
consultation', my email  

below is challenging the process on the basis that it is not consistent with the Welsh Governments 
Development  

Plans manual, for the reasons explained in my email.  

Therefore, please can you either address my challenge or, if you are unable to explain why the 
Welsh Governments  

Development Plans manual has not been followed, confirm the process for lodging a formal 
complaint in respect of  

the RLDP process to the relevant body and/or the Inspector. I would state again that, not consulting 
on the focussed  

changes has limited my ability to raise objections to certain focussed changes within the revised 
RLDP, which could  

have a bearing on the interpretation of policies in future.  

Thanks  

Craig 
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LDP Programme Officer

From: Craig and Michelle Reed <sclcar@hotmail.co.uk>
Sent: 06 March 2023 20:36
To: Gareth Denning
Cc: LDP Programme Officer
Subject: RE: Bridgend replacement local development plan

Hi Gareth, 
 
This is not correct according to the 19th October Cabinet Report and based on the submitted RLDP. 
 
It clearly states as follows: 
 
4.58 Focussed Changes  
4.59 Since the publication of the RLDP Deposit Plan for Consultation, new information, changes to legislation, 
updated national planning guidance and the completion of supporting technical information has necessitated a 
review of the LDP evidence base. 
This, together with some of the matters raised in the consultation representations  
means a number of changes to the Deposit RLDP are considered necessary. The main changes are as follows: 
a) Removal of Housing Allocation at Parc Afon Ewenni, Bridgend – this is as a  
result of the recently published Flood Map for Planning identifying the site at  
being at risk of flooding;  
b) Inclusion of site masterplans; 
c) Removal of Gypsy, Traveller and Showpeople Site at Land adjacent to  
Bryncethin Depot – this is a result of an existing site receiving planning consent  
instead; 
d) Completed Strategic Transport Assessment; and 
e) Updated Strategic Flood Consequence Assessment. 
 
My email below refers to these focussed changes.  Whilst I note the Cabinet report states that 'The [remaining] 
focused changes discussed above, are considered minor and do not require formal public consultation', my email 
below is challenging the process on the basis that it is not consistent with the Welsh Governments Development 
Plans manual, for the reasons explained in my email. 
 
Therefore, please can you either address my challenge or, if you are unable to explain why the Welsh Governments 
Development Plans manual has not been followed, confirm the process for lodging a formal complaint in respect of 
the RLDP process to the relevant body and/or the Inspector.  I would state again that, not consulting on the focussed 
changes has limited my ability to raise objections to certain focussed changes within the revised RLDP, which could 
have a bearing on the interpretation of policies in future. 
 
Thanks 
 
Craig 
 
 
On 6 Mar 2023 16:50, Gareth Denning <Gareth.Denning@bridgend.gov.uk> wrote: 

Dear Mr Reed,  

  

The version of the LDP that is subject to Independent Examination is the Deposit LDP. This is the document that 
was subject to public consultation between 1 June 2021 and 27 July 2021.  
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From: Craig and Michelle Reed  

Sent: 13 March 2023 16:00 

To: LDP Programme Officer 

Subject: RE: Bridgend replacement local development plan 

Dear Amanda,  

Since I sent you on email on 2 March 2023 (which you sent to the Council), I have yet to receive a 
satisfactory  

response from Gareth (email chain below for which I note you have been copied throughout).  

It seems clear to me that that the Welsh Governments Development Plans manual has not been 
followed in regard  

to focussed changes and as the manual clearly sets out (para 6.21); going beyond this very limited 
scope (ie beyond  

minor editing changes without consultation) could inadvertently result in changes to the emphasis 
or outcomes of  

policies which could have a bearing on procedural matters where stakeholders who may have 
objected to such  

could be disadvantaged.  

In the absence of any response from Gareth since last Monday, I am re-approaching you in your 
capacity supporting  

the Inspector and asking if you could confirm the Inspector's position on this and, if it that is not 
within your remit,  

how I can lodge a complaint on this procedural matter.  

Thanks  

Craig 



Bridgend County Borough Council Inspector: Nicola Gulley MA MRTPI 

Local Development Plan Programme Officer: Amanda Borge 

EXAMINATION t: 07977 845855 

www.bridgend.gov.uk/ldp e: LDPProgrammeofficer@bridgend.gov.uk 
Bridgend County Borough Council, Civic Offices, Angel Street, Bridgend CF31 4WB 

 
plithereV2$ 

21 March 2023 
Mr Craig Reed  

by email 

Dear Mr Reed, 

Examination into the soundness of the Bridgend Replacement Local Development 

Plan (2018 – 2033) 

Thank you for your email of 14 March 2023 and please accept my apologies for the delay in 

responding. 

I have had the opportunity to consider the correspondence between yourself and the 

Council. It appears that your concern in this matter is that the Council has not followed the 

correct procedure in respect of changes to the Replacement Local Development Plan 

(RLDP), as set out in the Development Plans Manual (2020), and that this has compromised 

your ability to object to these changes. 

For clarity, the RLDP that is currently subject to examination is the same Plan placed on 

deposit in June 2021. The RLDP has not been subject to any changes. I understand that the 

Council’s Cabinet did consider a number of focussed changes to the RLDP but concluded 

that the changes were not necessary. As a consequence, no consultation took place. 

The ‘Focussed Changes’ process is, as paragraph 6.13 of the Development Plans Manual 

(2020) makes clear, a non-statutory stage in the plan making process which should only be 

used in ‘exceptional’ circumstances. The discretionary nature of this stage means that the 

Council does not have to issue Focussed Changes if it does not consider it necessary to do 

so. 

The Council has however, prepared a Schedule of Minor Changes (SD28) which has been 

submitted for consideration as part of the Examination. These changes, which include a 

number of minor / editorial amendments, are currently being assessed through the hearing 

sessions and, if I consider it appropriate, may be taken forward and included in the Matters 

Arising Changes (MAC) consultation. 

Once the consultation has taken place, I will consider all the representations received to the 

MACs in order to determine what, if any, further action needs to be taken.  

In order to ensure that you can participate in the MAC Consultation, I have asked the 

Council to include your details on their RLDP consultation data base. 

I trust the above clarifies the situation. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Nicola Gulley 

Inspector 
 
 

http://www.bridgend.gov.uk/ldp
mailto:LDPProgrammeofficer@bridgend.gov.uk
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LDP Programme Officer

From: Craig and Michelle Reed <sclcar@hotmail.co.uk>
Sent: 22 March 2023 14:27
To: LDP Programme Officer
Subject: Re: Bridgend replacement local development plan

Dear Amanda and Nicola, 
  
Thank you for your email and attached letter in regard to my concerns in respect of the Bridgend RLDP examination 
process. 
  
As highlighted in your letter, I can confirm that my concern is related to fact that the Council has not followed the 
correct procedure in respect of the changes in the RLDP as set out in the Development Plan Manual (2020), which 
has compromised my ability to object to the changes.  
  
I would like to query on what basis you say that the RLDP that is currently subject to examination is the same Plan 
placed on deposit in June 2021 (other than minor changes).  I would like to respectfully refute this position and explain 
further below. 
  
The plan place on deposit I refer to is found here (per BCBC website and the one which was consulted upon): 
  
consultation-document.pdf (bridgend.gov.uk) 
  
The plan subject to examination I refer to can be found here (per BCBC website): 
  
Microsoft Word - Submission RLDP - FINAL - UPDATE (bridgend.gov.uk) 
  
Even at a high level, I do not see how it can be maintained that the plan has only been subject to minor changes (per 
para 6.21 – minor changes, which do not require consultation, are limited to minor editing changes for factual 
correction).  The deposit plan was 301 pages long, whereas the plan for examination is 376 pages long. Some 
examples include: 
  
Para 4.3.14 has been amended.  

 The deposit plan states: 
 
It is envisaged that several sensitive development projects could be promoted and brought forward by means 
of broad tourism-related regeneration, primarily stimulated by the delivery of Porthcawl Waterfront 
Regeneration Area. This major regeneration project, on the town’s waterfront, will provide the strategic focus 
of residential-led growth and opportunity for Porthcawl by maximising the benefits of the unique location that 
incorporates views across Sandy Bay. […] 

 The plan subject to examination states: 

 The delivery of new flood defences (in addition to the existing defences) and re-designation of Porthcawl as a 
Defended Zone will provide a coincidental opportunity to enable the Porthcawl Waterfront site to come 
forward and provide residential-led growth that maximises the benefits of this unique location. The provision 
of new residential units, including affordable dwellings, will enable the delivery of other vital regeneration 
requirements comprising enhanced active travel links plus education, retail and community facility provision. 
Several sensitive development projects could also be promoted and brought forward by means of broad 
tourism-related regeneration. […] 
  

This is a not a minor change but deliberate switch in focus.  The previous wording linked the broad tourism-related 
regeneration to the Waterfront Regeneration.  This link is absent from the amended wording, instead it makes the 
provision of residential units the focus of the Porthcawl Waterfront and demotes that broad tourism related 
regeneration (which was meant to be the focus for residential led growth) to an ‘also’ .  The previous wording was 
consistent with paragraph 4.3.13 (ie balancing the interests of tourism so to enable Porthcawl to redefine itself as a 
premier tourist destination).  
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The new focus is not consistent with the previously mentioned national and regional Issues and Drivers for strategic 
land use: 
  

 Page 25 of the RDLP: NR3 - Porthcawl, in its pivotal position on the Swansea Bay waterfront, should maintain 
and enhance its role as a vibrant and distinctive tourism and leisure destination. There is a need to re-develop 
the Waterfront Regeneration Area in particular in order to improve the attractiveness of the town as a place to 
live and work, whilst benefitting the vibrancy of the Town Centre itself. 

  
Nor is it consistent with the LDP vision or one of the four strategic objectives of the RDLP: 
  

 Page 32 of the RLDP: Regeneration-led growth will also be channelled towards Porthcawl through 
redevelopment of its waterfront to capitalise on the town’s role as a premier seaside and tourist destination 

  
 Page 34 of the RDLP: OBJ 1d - To realise the potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and tourist 

destination by prioritising the regeneration of its waterfront and investing in key infrastructure. This will also 
improve the attractiveness of the town as a place to live and work, whilst enhancing the vibrancy of the Town 
Centre 

  
This change in focus set out in 4.3.14 is at odds with the aims of the RDLP. 
  
Para 5.2.6 has been amended.  
 

 The plan for examination includes a new sentence which says ‘Concept masterplans are provided in 
Appendix 7 for illustration purposes only, although further consultation will be undertaken as part of the Pre-
Application Consultation process and these masterplans will also be refined as part of future planning 
applications’ 

  
The inclusion of such plans gives significant meaning to how the deposit RDLP is to be interpreted.  Once an RDLP is 
adopted, it will form the basis of planning decisions that the local authority makes.  Therefore, inclusion of concept 
masterplans adds a great deal more meaning to the RDLP that was the case from review of the Deposit RDLP, which 
has broad tourism-related regeneration as the key policy driver.  
  
The site master plan for Porthcawl Waterfront included in Appendix 7 shows what is intended and it is out of line with 
the RDLP policy drivers.  Whilst this might not be BCBC’s view, it was not included in the original deposit plan on 
which BCBC consulted and, therefore, should not be in the RDLP, as a concept or otherwise.  The masterplan 
indicates that BCBC intend to build all of the 1,100 homes, whereas the deposit RDLP only ever stated up to 1,115 
(noting the numbers have changed between the deposit and examination version).  I would note here that the 
allocation of housing in the RDLP period is only 780 homes, so BCBC has flexibility to reduce housing to focus on the 
core strategic objectives of broad tourism-related regeneration by redevelopment of its waterfront to capitalise on the 
town’s role as a premier seaside and tourist destination (the LDP vision aligned with OBJ 1d). 
  
I would also highlight that BCBC agreed with this assessment at its Cabinet meeting on 19th October 2022 when it 
detailed the inclusion of site masterplans as a ‘Focussed Change’.  In the report to the same Cabinet meeting, it went 
on to say that ‘The [remaining] focussed changes […] are considered minor and do not require formal public 
consultation’.  However, I am challenging this (and wider changes) as it is not in line with para 6.21 of the Welsh 
Governments Development Plans to classify these changes as minor. 
  
Various aspects of PLA1 have been amended 
  
A selection of the changes are below: 
  

 Site size – page 63 of the RDLP: has been decreased from 41.72 ha to 32 ha 
  

 Land use – Page 63 of the RDLP:  The reference to ‘3.51has of Public Open Space’ has been removed and 
replaced with ‘Outdoor recreational facilities and public open space’ 

  
 Placemaking principles – page 64:  Has been amended from ‘Comply with the principles outlined within the 

Porthcawl Waterfront Land-use Framework and Placemaking Strategy developed by the Council.’ to ‘Comply 
with the principles outlined within the Porthcawl Placemaking Strategy and future development briefs 
published by the Council’ 

 Masterplan development principles #3 – page 64: has changed from ‘3.51 hectares of public open space 
comprising of Local Areas for Play (LAPs), Local Equipped Areas for Play (LEAPs) and Neighbourhood 
Equipped Areas for Play (NEAPs) should be incorporated within these areas of open space’ to ‘Green 
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Infrastructure and Outdoor Recreation Facilities to be delivered in accordance with Policy COM10 and 
Outdoor Recreation Facilities and New Housing Development Supplementary Planning Guidance’ 

 Masterplan development principles #4 – page 64: has changed from ‘2.76 hectares of land for leisure and 
commercial uses including a foodstore’ to ‘Circa 1 hectare of land for leisure and a further 1 hectare of land 
for commercial uses including a foodstore’ 

 Masterplan development principles #7 – page 64: has been removed ‘An emergency access through Dock 
Street and Sandy Lane’ 

  
Various changes to Appendix 5 
  

 Amongst changes, some of which are already referred, the RLDP for examination refers to the examination 
library for Key Supporting documents.  Amongst those is the SD118 Placemaking Strategy Report.  However, 
this is a document from May 2022 and was not available at the time of the deposit RLDP.   

  
Summary 
Overall, it seems clear that BCBC is attempting to amend the deposit RLDP without consultation in order for it to fit 
retrospectively with their strategy which has been developed since consultation on the deposit RLDP.  This is a clear 
significant change and can't be classed as minor, especially considering the limited definition of minor changes in the 
Welsh Governments Development Plan manual.   It gives new significance to the content of the RLDP in terms of 
future planning. 
  
I don’t think my related objections (to which I might allude to at times) to the changes are the main concern, the point 
is that the changes (and there is a huge level of change) are not exclusively minor editing changes for factual 
correction.  These changes should have been consulted upon and I should have been able to raise my objections in 
relation to these changes to the attention of the independent inspector. 
  
I consider that this is a case of BCBC trying to retrospectively fit the RLDP with its agenda.  The broad principles in 
the deposit RLDP to realise the potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and tourist destination by prioritising the 
regeneration of its waterfront through broad tourism-related generation, enabling residential-led growth were not 
objectionable.  However, with the switched focus and inclusion of plans to show how 1,100 residential units will be fit 
into the land that is now acknowledged to be 32 ha and not 41.72 ha, it is clear that the key objective to realise the 
potential of Porthcawl as a premier seaside and tourist destination has been de-prioritised in favour of a mass housing 
estate bordering the prime sea front location at the expense of all other considerations, indeed most of the open 
space has been demoted to occupy positions behind high rise apartments and also has key access roads running 
directly through them.  
  
The residents of Porthcawl have spoken loudly in objection since the BCBC plans became clearer (since the deposit 
plan consultation).  Generally speaking most objections could be neatly associated with the fact that BCBC has not 
had due regard to the Well-being ‘five ways of working’ contained in the WBFG Act, specifically they have ignored 
feedback on consultations and not had due regard to most of the seven well-being goals (ie key goal one undermined 
by destroying Porthcawl as a tourist and leisure destination, key goal 2 destroying bio-diversity from removing large 
Open Spaces (currently protected as such but being stripped of such status by statute through the land appropriation 
process) and replacing with concrete jungles, key goal 3 and aims for a healthier town overlooked in the desire to 
build outsized residential developments on currently open space, blocking sea views in future, lack of leisure and 
impact on tourism related employment and key goal 6 ignored with little in the plans to enhance social and leisure 
facilities and build on Porthcawl’s heritage as a tourist destination, thereby enhancing a vibrant culture (which is 
acknowledged by NR3: maintain and enhance its role as a vibrant and distinctive tourism and leisure destination)).  
  
To date BCBC have pushed forward its plans (which I am stressing have come to light since the Deposit RLDP) 
forward against much public opposition, first a CPO (which has been called in for examination), then a Land 
Appropriation process where consultation feedback was ignored, this was called in for Scrutiny but BCBC 
representatives gave mis-information to the committee and any follow up by myself on those areas have been 
ignored.  In my view, BCBC are now attempting to retrospectively fit its plans to the Deposit RLDP and has processed 
changes that are not Minor and sought to avoid consulting and the Inspector realising the scale of objections.  Overall, 
the changes should be open to consultation and responses made directly to you. 
  
I would appreciate your attention and response.  I appreciate I may have laboured the point but in essence, please 
confirm why you hold the view that no Focussed changes have been made to the Deposit RLDP. 
  
Many thanks 
  
Craig 



Bridgend County Borough Council Inspector: Nicola Gulley MA MRTPI 

Local Development Plan Programme Officer: Amanda Borge 

EXAMINATION t: 07977 845855 

www.bridgend.gov.uk/ldp e: LDPProgrammeofficer@bridgend.gov.uk 
Bridgend County Borough Council, Civic Offices, Angel Street, Bridgend CF31 4WB 
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Mr Craig Reed 
By email: sclcar@hotmail.co.uk> 
 
 
Dear Mr Reed, 

Examination into the soundness of the Bridgend Replacement Local Development 

Plan (2018 – 2033) 

Thank you for your email of 22 March 2023. 

I note that yours concerns in this matter relate to the approach the Council has taken to 

proposing changes to the Bridgend Replacement Local Development Plan (RLDP) and that 

it has compromised your ability to object to the changes proposed to the development of the 

Strategic Development Site (SDS) at Porthcawl Waterfront. 

Whilst I am happy to respond to your points in relation to procedural issues, I am unable to 

consider the matters you raise in relation to the detailed development of the SDS at this 

time. For your assistance, I will refer those aspect of your email to the Council and ask them 

to respond to you directly. 

As I explained in my email of the 21 March 2023, the RLDP that is currently subject to 

examination is that which was placed on deposit in June 2021. This Plan has not been 

subject to any formal Focussed Changes. This is confirmed in paragraph 4.1 of my 

Guidance Notes for Participants (ED2). 

The Council has however, prepared a Schedule of Minor Changes (SD28) which has been 

submitted for consideration as part of the Examination. The amendments contained in the 

Schedule of Minor Changes are currently being assessed as part of the Examination and, 

should I consider it appropriate, may be included in the Schedule of Matters Arising Changes 

(MAC). The nature of these MACs will vary, but all substantive matters which relate to policy 

wordings, explanatory text and proposals maps which are considered necessary to ensure 

the soundness of the RLDP will be included in the Schedule. It is important to note that 

whilst the MACs may amend the policies and proposals of the RLDP they will not 

fundamentally alter the Plans strategy.  For completeness, the Schedule of MAC will also 

include a list of minor editorial changes. These changes relate to matters such as factual 

updates and typographical errors and will not affect the meaning or implementation of a 

policy. 

The Schedule of MAC will be subject to a 6-week public consultation which will allow 

everyone who wishes, to make representations to the proposed changes.  

Following the close of the consultation period, I will consider all the representations received 

to the MACs in order to determine what, if any, further action needs to be taken.  

I trust the above clarifies the situation. 

 

http://www.bridgend.gov.uk/ldp
mailto:LDPProgrammeofficer@bridgend.gov.uk


Yours faithfully, 

 

Nicola Gulley 

Inspector 
      
      
      
      
      
 

Date:       
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully/sincerely, 

A Borge 
LDP Programme Officer 
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