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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This statement relates to the application by Associated British Ports (“ABP”) for the 

proposed Port Talbot Harbour (Extension of Limits) Harbour Revision Order 202[X] 

(“HRO”). ABP is the statutory harbour authority for Port Talbot Harbour. 

1.2 The application, made in a letter to Welsh Ministers dated 20 July 2023 is accompanied 

by: 

(a) 1 copy of the draft HRO;  

(b) 6 copies of the plan referred to in the HRO 

(c) 1 copy of this statement; 

(d) a Welsh translation of the draft HRO and this Statement; and 

(e) copies of the following legislation: 

• Port Talbot Railway and Docks Act 1894; 

• Port Talbot Railway and Docks Act 1914; 

• British Transport Docks Act 1964; 

• British Transport Docks Act 1971;  

• Associated British Ports Act 1990; and 

• The Harbour Directions (Designation of Harbour Authorities)(No.2) Order 
2015. 

1.3 The application is for a harbour revision order to be made under the powers conferred by 

Section 14 of the Harbours Act 1964 (“HA 1964”) which in Wales have been transferred 

to Welsh Ministers by the Wales Act 2017. 

1.4 This submission is made following notice of intention to submit an Application to Welsh 

Ministers issued on 13 July 2023.  

1.5 The HRO provides for the extension of the harbour limits of Port Talbot Harbour into 

Swansea Bay to include the land shown on Plan 1 within the jurisdiction of ABP as 

statutory harbour authority. It provides for ABP’s statutory responsibilities to be extended 

over the proposed new limits. The extension is required to specifically to address 

concerns of navigational safety in relation to specific anchorage and pilotage issues, and 

more generally to support the effective management of Port Talbot Harbour in an efficient 
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and economical manner for the purpose of section 14(2)(b) of the HA 1964 and as 

recommended in the Port Marine Safety Code.   

Structure of this Statement 

1.6 The remainder of this Statement is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 sets out the legislative context to Associated British Ports, as the 

statutory harbour authority, and the existence of Port Talbot.  

• Section 3 summarises the Port Marine Safety Code that applies to ABP and 

is relevant to the proposed extension to the harbour limits.  

• Section 4 summarises the 1964 HA and the pertinent sections to this Harbour 

Revision Order. 

• Section 5 sets out the need and justification for the HRO, which is primarily 

driven by navigational safety requirements. 

• Section 6 explains the pre-application consultation and engagement 

undertaken prior to the submission of this application. This section is 

supported by Appendix A and Appendix B containing a copy of the public 

consultation material, along with the feedback received and the Applicant’s 

response.  

• Section 7 summarises the need for the HRO.  
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2. ASSOCIATED BRITISH PORTS AND PORT TALBOT HARBOUR 

2.1 ABP is the statutory harbour authority for the Port Talbot Harbour, as well as for a number 

of other ports around the United Kingdom. The harbour undertaking inherited by ABP 

from the British Transport Docks Board (see para 2.10) includes the powers and duties 

conferred by local legislation in relation to Port Talbot Harbour, as set out below. 

2.2 An Act for improving the Port and Harbour of Aberavon in the County of Glamorgan in 

1834 established the Aberavon Harbour Company and authorised the construction of 

piers, breakwaters and other works to improve the facilities of the harbour formed by the 

estuary of the River Avon. 

 

2.3 The Aberavon Port and Harbour Act 1836 provided for the Aberavon Harbour Company 

to be known as the Port Talbot Company and authorised the construction of the Old 

Dock and alterations to the entrance of the port. The powers of the company were 

subsequently extended by the Port Talbot Company Act of 1840. 

 

2.4 Thereafter, the Port Talbot Company became the Port Talbot Railway and Docks 

Company pursuant to the Port Talbot Railway and Docks Company Act 1894, which Act 

authorised significant new building work including two piers, a new dock and an 

entrance lock.  

 

2.5 The limits of the harbour were extended and defined by the Port Talbot and Railway 

and Docks Act 1899.  The Port Talbot Railway and Docks Act 1914 authorised further 

extension of the piers at Port Talbot and the construction of a new entrance lock. 

 

2.6 The Port Talbot Railway and Docks Company was absorbed into the Western Group 

under the Great Western Railway pursuant to the Railways Act 1921, and the port 

passed into the ownership of the British Transport Commission pursuant to the British 

Transport Act 1947. 

 

2.7 The British Transport Docks Act 1964 authorised the construction of two new 

breakwaters so as to form the large tidal harbour.  The harbour limits were extended to 

include an approach channel by section 19 of the British Transport Docks Act 1971. 

 

2.8 The port was transferred to the British Dock Board when nationalised transport 

undertakings were reorganised under the Transport Act 1962 and is listed as one of the 

Dock Board’s harbours in Part 2 of Schedule 3 to that Act. By virtue of section 5(1) of 
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the Transport Act 1981, the British Transport Docks Board was reconstituted as 

Associated British Ports. 

 

2.9 Section 16 of the Associated British Ports Act 1990 authorised an extension of the 

harbour limits, but only in respect of the powers of the harbour master and not for any 

other purposes, that is it did not extend the full jurisdiction of the harbour authority over 

the new limits.  The Act also authorised an extended approach channel in which powers 

were taken to dredge. 

 
2.10 The Harbour Directions (Designation of Harbour Authorities) (No. 2) Order 2015 

designated the harbour authority of Port Talbot Harbour as a designated harbour 

authority for the purpose of harbour directions, at paragraph 12 of Schedule 1 to that 

Order in respect of the harbour limits as defined in the Port Talbot and Railway and 

Docks Act 1899 and extended by the British Transport Docks Act 1971. 
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3. THE PORT MARINE SAFETY CODE, A GUIDE TO GOOD PRACTICE ON PORT 

OPERATIONS AND MARINE PLANS  

3.1 As the harbour authority for Port Talbot Harbour, the Port Marine Safety Code (“Code”), 

published November 2016 by the Department for Transport (“DfT”) and endorsed by the 

devolved administrations, applies to ABP as well as to all statutory harbour authorities 

and other marine facilities, berths and terminals in the UK.   

3.2 The Executive Summary to the Code explains that: 

“The Code has been developed to improve safety in the port marine environment and to 

enable organisations to manage their marine operations to nationally agreed standards.  

It provides a measure by which organisations can be accountable for discharging their 

statutory powers and duties to run harbours or facilities safely and effectively.  It also 

provides a standard against which the policies, procedures and performance of 

organisations can be measured.  The Code describes the role of board members, officers 

and key personnel in relation to safety of navigation and summarises the main statutory 

duties and powers of harbour authorities.  The Code is designed to reduce the risk of 

incidents occurring within the port marine environment and to clarify the responsibilities 

of organisations within its scope.” 

3.3 The Code, as well as the supporting document A Guide to Good Practice on Port Marine 

Operations, February 2018 (“Guide”), identify a number of tasks which harbour authorities 

should undertake in order to comply with the Code including reviewing and being aware 

of existing powers based on local and national legislation and advises that harbour 

authorities should seek additional powers if the existing powers are insufficient to meet 

their obligations to provide safe navigation and, in doing so, to take account of the various 

mechanisms such as harbour orders which are available to amend statutory powers in 

an authority’s local legislation.  

3.4 Part 2 of the Code contents sets out key measures to secure marine safety.   This includes 

that ongoing review of existing powers should be supported by use of formal risk 

assessment and, in turn, formulation and implementation of a marine safety management 

system in order to keep risk as low as reasonably practicable.  The requirements by which 

harbour authorities should keep their powers under review, and the use of risk 

assessment are set out in sections 2 and 3 of the Code.   

3.5 Of particular reference to the proposed HRO, para 2.4 of the Code provides that 

“[a]dditional powers should be sought, if a risk assessment concludes that this would be 
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the best means of meeting their safety obligations”.  In addition, para 3.12 of the Code 

provides that harbour revision orders may be used, in the general context of marine 

safety, to extend harbour limits.  

3.6 Section 4 of the Code describes key powers to be kept under review, which include: 

3.6.1 direction 

3.6.2 regulation of dangerous vessels 

3.6.3 lighting to manage safety of navigation 

3.6.4 pilotage. 

3.7 The Guide sets out industry best-practice principles for compliance with the Code.  Para 

1.9.4 of the Guide describes how the harbour revision order process as set out in HA 

1964 may be used to amend a harbour authority’s powers and jurisdiction to ensure 

compliance with the Code. 

3.8 The Code, the Guide and the Ports Good Governance Guidance (published March 2018 

by DfT) and applicable to ABP as statutory harbour authority place an emphasis on the 

important role the harbour authority has on the safety of those using the harbour.   This 

is relevant to the operative articles of the HRO and the purpose for which they are 

proposed.  See section 5 of this statement below. 

3.9 In accordance with this requirements set out in the Code, ABP has reviewed its powers 

at Port Talbot Harbour and concluded that it is necessary and desirable in the interests 

of safety to extend the limits of the harbour to address the specific anchorage and pilotage 

navigational safety issues, as set out in detail below. 

3.10 The Welsh National Marine Plan (“Marine Plan”), adopted in November 2019, is the 

relevant marine plan made for the purpose of section 51 of the Marine and Coastal 

Access Act 2009.  That plan contains a number of objectives which are aligned with the 

purpose of the HRO. 

3.11 The Plan contains a number of cross-cutting themes, the second of which is “Achieving 

a sustainable marine economy”.  Objectives within this theme include contribute to a 

thriving Welsh economy by encouraging economically productive activities and profitable 

and sustainable businesses that create long term employment at all skill levels; and 

providing space to support existing and future economic activity through managing 

multiple uses, encouraging the coexistence of compatible activities, the mitigation of 

conflicts between users and reducing the displacement of existing activities. The Plan 

emphasises at para 26 that it “provides an integrated set of objectives and policies for the 
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sustainable development of the Plan area and, as such, none of the objectives, policies 

or supporting text should be considered or applied in isolation”. 

3.12 The Plan also includes several sector-specific policies, one of which relates to ports and 

shipping.  The ports and shipping sector objective in the Plan is to safeguard established 

shipping routes and support sustainable development in the shipping and ports sector.    

3.13 By extending the harbour limits as proposed, having identified specific concerns in 

respect of navigational safety relating to the anchorage and pilotage which form part of 

the harbour’s operations, the HRO will ensure the continued safe and effective operation 

of the harbour.  (Note that para 414 of the Plan notes that Port Talbot specialises in bulk 

shipments.)   By enabling safe navigation of the harbour by vessels, the HRO will facilitate 

increased use of the harbour, thereby encouraging economically productive activity.  In 

doing so, the proposal is compliant with both general and sector-specific objectives in the 

Plan.   

3.14 The HRO does not authorise any development and consequently it is not considered that 

it engages the National Policy Statement for Ports, February 2012. 



 

10 

 

4. THE HARBOURS ACT 1964 

4.1 Section 14 of HA 1964 confers powers to make an order under that section (known as a 

harbour revision order) in relation to a harbour which is being improved, maintained or 

managed by a harbour authority in the exercise and performance of statutory powers and 

duties for achieving all or any of the objects specified in Schedule 2 to HA 1964.  

4.2 Section 14(2)(a) of HA 1964 requires that written application be made to Welsh Ministers 

by the authority engaged in improving, maintaining or managing the harbour in question 

and section 14(2)(b) provides that Welsh Ministers must be: 

“satisfied that the making of the order is desirable in the interests of securing the 

improvement, maintenance or management of the harbour in an efficient and economical 

manner or facilitating the efficient and economic transport of goods or passengers by sea 

or in the interests of the recreational use of sea-going ships”. 

4.3 The matters set out in Schedule 2 to HA1964 include, in particular, at paragraph 6: 

Settling (either for all purposes or for limited purposes) the limits within which the authority 

are to have jurisdiction or altering (either for all purposes or for limited purposes) such 

limits as previously settled. 

4.4 Because this is not an application for a harbour revision order which, directly or indirectly, 

authorises a project (within the meaning of paragraph 1 of Schedule 3 to HA 1964), prior 

notification to Welsh Ministers under paragraph 3(a) of Schedule 3 to HA 1964 is not 

required. [Welsh Ministers have been consulted, however, on the proposals.] 

4.5 The application for the HRO under section 14 of HA 1964 meets the conditions set out in 

that section.  The extension of the harbour falls within the objects set out in paragraph 6 

of Schedule 2 in altering the limits of the harbour. In addition, the application meets the 

requirements of: 

(a) section 14(1) of HA 1964 because it is made in relation to a harbour which is being 

improved, maintained or managed by a harbour authority in the exercise and 

performance of its statutory powers and duties for the purpose of achieving objects 

falling within Schedule 2 to HA 1964; and 

(b) section 14(2) of HA 1964 because: 

(i) the application is made upon the written application of a harbour authority 

engaged in improving, maintaining or managing the harbour; and 



 

11 

(ii) the making of the HRO is desirable in the interests of securing the 

improvement and management of the harbour in an efficient and 

economical manner by enabling ABP to extend an established and robust 

safety management system over the added area over which management 

of navigation is required to maintain risk to as low as reasonably 

practicable. 
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5. NEED AND JUSTIFICATION FOR HRO 

5.1 The HRO is required primarily for purposes of navigational safety.  In addition to its status 

as a statutory harbour authority, ABP is a competent harbour authority in respect of Port 

Talbot Harbour under the Pilotage Act 1987, and has made a compulsory pilotage 

direction in respect of the area for which is such an authority.  The area over which ABP 

exercises powers as a competent harbour authority does not extend beyond the existing 

limits of the harbour.   

5.2 The deep water anchorage and pilot boarding area associated with Port Talbot Harbour 

are shown indicatively on Plan 2 appended to this Statement.  The existing harbour limits 

of Port Talbot Harbour are nine (9) nautical miles distant from the harbour’s deep-water 

anchorage and designated pilot boarding area. Between the existing harbour limits and 

the Pilot boarding area in the deep-water anchorage are the designated dredge disposal 

spoil ground, sub 10m designated anchorage off Swansea and the White Oyster Ledge 

shoal patch.   

5.3 The Port Talbot designated anchorage is located at a distance from Port Talbot Harbour 

as a requirement to accommodate very deep drafted vessels. The pilot boarding and 

landing area has necessarily been established in the anchorage area in lieu of the ability 

to manage safe navigation for lesser draft vessels to board and land in more sheltered 

areas of Swansea Bay between the existing deep water  anchorage and the existing Port 

Talbot Harbour limits.  

5.4 In compliance with the requirements of the Code in respect of marine safety and risk 

assessment(s), ABP undertook a pilotage boarding/landing and risk assessment review 

in April 2021 (reviewed February 2022), which drew attention to the following points: 

5.4.1 The ability to board and land pilots within as low as reasonably practicable 

principles (ALARP) in the Port Talbot Harbour deep water anchorage was 

limiting the ability to dock and sail vessels in the sheltered harbour within the 

relevant ALARP considerations for the harbour; and 

5.4.2 To navigate without pilot  to a safe boarding area and/ or disembark a pilot at a 

position that maintains pilot boarding and landing ALARP principles would 

require vessels to navigate to and from an area which presents various 

navigational hazards (see Plan 2 appended to this Statement).   
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5.5 The situation described above is recognised as being in conflict with the harbour 

authority’s duty to effectively and safely manage marine operations within the harbour 

and approaches. 

5.6 In addition, the ABP marine safety management system requires competent marine risk 

assessors and reviewers to consider incidents and investigation outcomes  that have 

taken place in other harbour areas as part of the local risk review and continuous 

improvement process, and in compliance with the Code.  Consequently, and following 

incidents at Port Talbot Harbour and at other ports, ABP undertook a review of 

anchorages in Swansea Bay including the Port Talbot anchorage in December 2021 

which recognised certain points in relation to the safety of anchorage as a consequence 

of the anchorages being outside the Port Talbot harbour limits, which are set out below. 

5.6.1 ABP has no powers to direct anchorage positions, spacing and circumstances 

within presently established anchorages; 

5.6.2 ABP has no powers to direct the use of passage planning for piloted or non-

piloted vessels approaching anchorages or leaving anchorages to board pilots 

in poor weather conditions; 

5.6.3 ABP has no powers to establish reasonable general direction for safe anchoring 

and transit to and from pilot boarding / landing positions and also to the existing 

SHA limits;  

5.6.4 ABP has no powers to utilise special direction in specific navigation safety 

scenarios to maintain navigational safety in poor weather conditions; and  

5.6.5 without the  powers described in points 5.6.1 to 5.6.4, extending the local port 

service’s 24-hour provision and the established marine safety management plan 

would not alone provide the required level of safety management. 

5.7 The proposed extension of the Port Talbot harbour limits will address the specific 

anchorage and pilotage navigational safety issue in addition to extending other powers 

such as removal of wrecks and lighting and marking in relation to safe navigation.  It will 

enable ABP to extend an established and robust safety management system over the 

added area over which the management of navigation is required to maintain ALARP 

principles. 

5.8 ABP believes this proposed extension is not only in line with the Code’s requirement to 

review powers and jurisdiction but also the requirement to seek the powers required to 

effectively manage marine safety. 
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5.9 As set out above, the justification and need for the HRO rely primarily on the matter of 

servicing the existing traffic of the port.  However, and in addition to which, ABP has 

aspirations to promote further development at the port in order to take advantage of 

opportunities in respect of floating off-shore wind generation.  In such circumstances, the 

extension of harbour limits as proposed in the HRO will assist in allowing safe use of the 

port to service future potential offshore wind generation facilities. 

5.10 The HRO would authorise the extension of all powers and jurisdiction which ABP as 

harbour authority currently exercises over the harbour limits delineated in the British 

Transport Docks Act 1971 over the added area (as defined in the proposed HRO and as 

shown on the attached Plan 2).  For the avoidance of doubt, the added area will include 

that smaller area over which limited powers of the harbour master were extended under 

the Associated British Ports Act 1990.  The purpose of this extension is to address specific 

navigational safety issues, relating to anchorage and pilotage, which ABP has identified 

in compliance with its obligations under the Code.   

5.11 An explanation of, and the need for, each substantive article of the proposed HRO is set 

out below.  Articles 1 and 2 of the HRO are not dealt with below as they are ancillary to 

the substantive provisions of the HRO. 

 Article 3 – Extension of limits of jurisdiction 

5.12 This article authorises the extension of Port Talbot Harbour from the limits as defined in 

the Port Talbot Railway and Docks Act 1899 and as further extended by the British 

Transport Docks Act 1971 to include the added area.   The added area is described in 

Schedule 1 to the HRO and shown for identification purposes on the plan at Schedule 2. 

5.13 Article 3(2) provides that the same rights, powers, duties, obligations or liabilities which 

are exercisable or imposed on ABP or the harbour master in respect of the existing 

harbour limits will extend without amendment over the added area, subject to the 

qualifications in article 4.  This is to ensure that the harbour authority’s jurisdiction is 

consistent across the whole of the extended harbour limits 

5.14 Note that the added area includes that area over which limited powers, in respect of the 

harbour master only, were extended under section 16 of the British Transport Docks Act 

1990.  Again, this is to ensure that there is no inconsistency in the jurisdiction of the 

harbour authority and harbour master across the extent of the revised harbour limits. 
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Article 4 – Application of existing legislation 

5.15 This article provides that the Harbours Docks and Piers Clauses Act 1847 has effect 

within the added area as it was incorporated in the British Transport Docks Act 1964.  

This is to ensure that the powers exercisable across the extended harbour limits and 

thereby the jurisdiction of the harbour authority are consistent. 

5.16 Article 4(2) provides that the existing byelaws will not apply to the added area.  This is 

because they are not relevant to the area in question. 

5.17 Article 4(3) provides that no ship, goods or passenger dues are chargeable in respect of 

those ships which pass through or anchor within the added area on their way to and from 

a place outside Port Talbot Harbour.  This is to prevent additional charges being paid by 

traffic passing to other ports through the added area and anchorage site. 

5.18 Article 4(4) provides that pilotage charges are not payable by any piloted vessel passing 

through the added area on its way to or form any area which is subject to a compulsory 

pilotage direction made by the competent harbour authority of that area. This is to prevent 

additional pilotage charges being paid by vessels passing through the added area to or 

from the other area. Article 4(5) defines competent harbour and compulsory pilotage 

direction.
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6. PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT  

Pre-Application Guidance  

6.1 Welsh Government’s Procedural Harbour Order Guidance for Wales (2018)1 (‘2018 

Guidance’) makes clear that the pre-application stage of a harbour order is a vital part of 

the application process. The Guidance (paragraph 5.1) strongly encourages Applicants 

to engage in early dialogue with stakeholders and describes the application “as a front-

loaded process in which engagement, consultation and any necessary environmental 

assessment must be carried out prior to making an application”. 

6.2 Paragraph 5.2 of the 2018 Guidance states “thorough and meaningful engagement with 

communities, local planning authorities, statutory consultees and other interested parties 

in the early stages of the project gives applicants the opportunity to overcome issues that 

would otherwise not come to light until formal pre-application consultation is undertaken 

further along in the process.” 

ABP’s Approach to Consultation 

6.3 ABP is committed to pre-submission engagement and consultation to ensure 

stakeholders have the opportunity to be involved and comment upon the draft application 

before it is submitted for statutory consultation.  

6.4 The Applicant identified a series of statutory and non-statutory stakeholders to seek pre-

application engagement with. The stakeholder list was prepared taking account of 

paragraph 5.6 and Annex B of the 2018 Guidance. The list of stakeholders is contained 

in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: List of consulted stakeholders 

Stakeholder Listed as a consultee in guidance 

Bristol Harbour Authority  

Yes - Other relevant Harbour 

Authorities - user of anchorage 

British Ports Association Yes 

The Crown Estate Yes 

 

1 https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2023-04/apply-for-a-harbour-order-procedural-
harbour-order-guidance-for-wales-2018-update.pdf  
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Inshore Fisheries Conservation 

Authority  
Yes 

Marine Conservation Society Yes 

Marine Policy Branch (Welsh 

Government) 
Yes 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency Yes 

Milford Harbour Authority  

Yes - Other relevant Harbour 

Authorities - user of anchorage 

Natural Resources Wales Yes 

Neath Port Authority  

Yes - Other relevant Harbour 

Authorities 

Neath Port Talbot Council 

Yes - local planning and highways 

authority 

Royal Society for the Protection of 

Birds 
Yes 

Royal Yachting Association Yes 

Swansea Council 

Yes - local planning and highways 

authority 

The Centre for Environment, 

Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Science 

Yes 

The Health and Safety Executive Yes 

Trinity House Yes 

UK Chamber of Shipping Yes 

UK Major Ports Group Yes 

Civil and Marine (cement) No – Port Talbot harbour user 

The Mission to Sea Farers  No – Interest group 

Local yacht clubs - Afan Boat Club No – Local user group 

Local yacht clubs - Bristol Channel 

Yacht Club 

No – Local user group 

Local yacht clubs - Monkstone 

Cruising & Sailing Club 

No – Local user group 

Local yacht clubs - Mumbles Yacht 

Club 

No – Local user group 

Local yacht clubs - Swansea Yacht 

and Sub Aqua Club 

No – Local user group 
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Local yacht clubs - Tata Steel 

Sailing Club 

No – Local user group 

Port Talbot Sea Cadets No – Local user group 

Swansea Marina No – Local user group 

YMCA No – Local user group 

Local Senedd members No – Political stakeholder 

Local MP No – Political stakeholder 

Hanson No – Port Talbot harbour user 

Tarmac  No – Port Talbot harbour user 

Tata No – Port Talbot harbour user 

 

Public Consultation  

6.5 The public consultation stage was used to raise awareness of the application and make 

clear the Applicant’s intent to submit a non-works HRO. The consultation material 

comprised a dedicated webpage with draft application documents, detailed information 

on the application, and the process by which to submit feedback. The consultation 

webpage was ‘live’ from Tuesday 25 April 2023 to Tuesday 6 June 2023.  

6.6 In order to advertise and raise awareness of the consultation, the Applicant:  

• Contacted by email or via online contact pages the stakeholder organisations 

listed in Table, 1 to advise of the consultation period, where more information 

was available and how to provide feedback.  

• Arranged for an advert to be published in a local newspaper, South Wales 

Evening Post, and on the Wales Online website (walesonline.co.uk). South 

Wales Evening Post has a circulation of over 7,000 copies including the Port 

Talbot area. The online advert was ‘live’ on the website for two weeks from 

the start of the consultation. It had 99,997 impressions, (the amount of times 

it appears on a webpage), was in view for over 1,000 hours and had a total 

of 307 clicks through to the consultation website. The advert was in both 

Welsh and English. 

• Issued a notification email to statutory stakeholders and non-statutory 

stakeholders to make them aware of the consultation and provide them with 

an opportunity to meet with the Project Team and provide feedback. 
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• Created a leaflet with details of the application proposals, which was made 

available upon request. The leaflet was available in both Welsh and English. 

6.7 The consultation material, including the website, advert (hard copy and online), and 

information leaflet, is contained in Appendix A of this Statement. 

Consultation Feedback and the Applicant’s Response  

6.8 During the consultation period, the Applicant held a series of meetings with the following 

stakeholders to discuss the proposals: 

• Natural Resources Wales; 

• Neath Port Authority; 

• The Crown Estate; 

• Welsh Government; 

• Trinity House; and  

• Neath Port Talbot Council.  

6.9 By the close of the consultation, the Applicant had received correspondence from 12 

stakeholders, including acknowledgements of the Applicant’s intention to submit the 

application; questions and queries regarding the application; and formal consultation 

responses. No responses were received from members of the public. 

6.10 A summary of the responses received and nature of correspondence can be found below:  

1. Bristol Port acknowledged the Applicant’s proposed application. 

2. British Ports Association submitted a consultation response stating their support 

for the application.  

3. Maritime and Coastguard Agency did not raise an objection and had no concerns 

with regards to the HRO proposals. They did seek clarification on a small number 

of points, particularly regarding risk assessment and marine safety management 

system interface. The Applicant responded to these points during the consultation 

and has subsequently provided further information by providing a dedicated 

report. 
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4. Marine Conservation Society did not raise an objection but asked questions 

regarding the extent of additional dredging. These were responded to during the 

consultation. 

5. Mike Hedge MS responded in support of the proposed application. 

6. Natural Resources Wales did not raise an objection but sought clarification on a 

number of points during the consultation including: the potential increase in boat 

traffic, the impact on dredging licences, and the need for an Habitats Regulations 

Assessment. The Applicant responded in writing and met with NRW to provide 

these clarifications. The subsequent advisories from NRW have been noted by 

the Applicant. 

7. Neath Port Talbot Council had no objection to the proposed application. 

8. Neath Port Authority stated six potential objections to the application but 

expressed their desire to resolve these as part of ongoing discussions. The 

Applicant engaged with Neath Port Authority both during and following the closure 

of the consultation and has resolved, as far as possible, the six potential 

objections outlined in the response. 

9. The Crown Estate sought clarity on whether a dedicated Crown saving clause 

needed to be included in the draft HRO and around marine aggregate extraction. 

The Applicant has responded to these points and no changes have been made 

to the draft HRO. 

10. The Health and Safety Executive submitted a consultation response to indicate 

they would not be commenting on the application. 

11. The Royal Yachting Association initially expressed concern with the length of the 

consultation period and withheld comments while they consult with local yachting 

clubs. A meeting was held with the Association following the consultation on 

Monday 26 June where an extension of two weeks was requested for consultation 

with local yachting clubs to take place. The Association subsequently confirmed 

that, following consultation with local yachting clubs, they were content with the 

application as it stands.  

12. Trinity House did not raise an objection and welcomed the opportunity to 

comment on the application. They suggested changes to the SHA area and 

requested additional engagement regarding two navigational buoys and minor 

clarifications on the HRO and clarifications other minor matters. In response the 
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Applicant have adopted the suggested changes to the SHA area, put in place 

contingencies for the future management and upkeep of the buoys, and 

responded to the additional clarifications requested. 

6.11 A summary of the responses received and the Applicant’s response is contained in 

Appendix B of this Statement.  

6.12 As a result of the pre-submission consultation and engagement undertaken by the 

Applicant a small number of changes have been made to the draft HRO and additional 

information provided by the Application. In summary this includes: 

(a) The extent of the SHA extension has been amended to close a gap identified by 
Trinity House. This is reflected in the plans submitted; 

(b) An additional saving added to the draft HRO regarding pilotage charges as 
requested by Neath Port Authority; and 

(c) Additional information in the form of a Navigation Risk Assessment (NRA) report 
about the needs and safety case for the extension of the SHA has been provided.  

Summary on Pre-Application Consultation 

6.13 The Applicant has engaged proactively and meaningful with stakeholders prior to the 

submission of the application. The Applicant sought to directly engage with both statutory 

and non-statutory stakeholders, in addition to raising public awareness of the proposals 

and consultation, prior to the submission of this application. This is considered to be 

reflective of the Government’s Procedural Guidance.    
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7. CONCLUSION 

7.1 For the reasons explained above it is considered that the extension of the limits of Port 

Talbot Harbour is desirable in the interests of securing the management of the harbour 

in an efficient and economical manner and both satisfy the requirements of Section 

14(2)(b) of HA 1964 and are desirable in the general public interest.  
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APPENDIX A 

Public Consultation Material  
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Figure 1: Consultation website (cached version): 
https://southwalesports.co.uk/Consultations/Port_Talbot_Non_Works_HRO_consultation/ 

 

 

  

https://southwalesports.co.uk/Consultations/Port_Talbot_Non_Works_HRO_consultation/
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Figure 2: Consultation advert for South Wales Evening Post and Wales Online 
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Figure 3: Consultation Leaflet – Welsh Version 
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Figure 4: Consultation Leaflet – English Version 
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APPENDIX B 

Schedule of Consultation Feedback and the Applicant’s Response 
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Table 2 below sets out: the stakeholder; the theme of the response; the comment raised; and the Applicant’s response. 

Table 2: Consultation Feedback and the Applicant's Response 

No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

1 Bristol Port Acknowledgment Bristol Port acknowledged the proposed 
application. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 

      

2 British Ports 
Association  

Acknowledgement 
of interest 

We have reviewed and are content to support 
the application. The expansion is sizeable 
and so you might expect to receive some 
questions and feedback from other 
stakeholders. However it all seems sensible 
and in terms of other ports we do not 
envisage any other operators objecting.  
We look forward to following this with interest. 

The Applicant welcomes the support of the 
British Port Association for this application. 

N 

      

3a Maritime and 
Coastguard 
Agency 

Additional details 
on need case 

We understand the new area extends to the 
southwest to accommodate the pilot boarding 
and deep water anchorage.  Out of interest, 
is there any supporting (navigation) risk 
assessments which addresses the need or 
justification for the extent of coverage?  We 
don’t have anything on record, and would 
assume this new area is to accommodate the 
vessels on approach as well?    

The Applicant can confirm that risk 
assessments are in place, and has previously 
undertaken an assessment processes in 2021 
and 2022 which directly supported the needs 
and justification for the new SHA area.  
The Applicant can also confirm that the new 
area relates directly to accommodating 
vessels and managing marine safety for 
vessels entering the deep-water anchorage 
and the approaches to the existing limits of 
Port Talbot.  
To further support this response, the Applicant 
has prepared a concise report covering the 
risk assessments, the Marine Safety 

N 



 

30 

No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

Management System, the existing and 
proposed  geographical extent of both SHA 
and Competent Harbour Authority (CHA) 
responsibilities  and the intended safety 
benefits of the proposed extension. This 
report – Navigation Risk Assessment – has 
been submitted as part of the application.  

3b Maritime and 
Coastguard 
Agency 

Additional details 
in extent of CHA 
limits 

The following para states:  
In addition to its status as a statutory harbour 
authority, ABP is a competent harbour 
authority in respect of Port Talbot Harbour 
under the Pilotage Act 1987, and has made a 
compulsory pilotage direction in respect of 
the area for which is such an authority. The 
area over which ABP exercises powers as a 
competent harbour authority does not extend 
beyond the existing limits of the harbour”.  
 
It would be useful to understand the extent of 
your current Competent Harbour Authority 
(CHA) limits, as empowered rather than 
exercised, in relation to your new and existing 
SHA limits, including coverage for the pilot 
boarding area. 

For confirmation, at present the CHA limits 
are the same as the existing SHA limits – 
close to Port Talbot. The Draft HRO, if 
positively determined, will extend the CHA 
limits to the proposed extended SHA limits. 

N 

3c Maritime and 
Coastguard 
Agency 

Marine Safety 
Management 
System 

We note that the new limits adjoin the 
Swansea SHA limits.  In accordance with 
section 2.12 of the Port Marine Safety Code, 
we would expect Port Talbot to update their 
Marine Safety Management System to 
incorporate and consider the interface of 
procedures between the two adjoining SHAs.    

The Marine Safety Management System 
(MSMS) in place in the ABP Wales ports 
comprises of an ABP group element which is 
consistent across all 21 ABP ports and a local 
element that reflects the circumstances of the 
actual ABP port it relates to.  
In respect to the five ABP ports in Wales 
(including Port Talbot and Swansea) the local 
elements of the MSMS are consistent across 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

the five Wales ports with many elements such 
as Local Port Services, Oil Spill Contingency 
plan, Tier 2 oil spill responder, Towage 
guidelines and Pilotage covering all five ports 
in an integrated manner.  
 
The Applicant believes that the proposed 
SHA extension will improve marine safety by 
extending the already consistently 
established MSMS over the proposed 
extended area. However, it is ABP’s intention 
to review the MSMS procedures for Port 
Talbot and Swansea to consider if there are 
any revisions required to reflect the proposed 
contiguous nature of the proposed extension. 

3d Maritime and 
Coastguard 
Agency 

Original HRO We also wondered whether the original HRO, 
which is being extended to cover this new 
area, was still considered current and fit for 
purpose or if there were any plans for review 
or modernisation.  I have not seen the original 
HRO which may well be included for review 
at formal HRO consultation stage via the 
MMO Harbour Orders team.    

For confirmation, there was no previous HRO 
but there was new local legislation (British 
Transport Docks Act 1964), which enabled the 
construction of the tidal harbour at Port Talbot. 
Consideration was given to the need to 
modernise local legislation giving ABP its 
powers in the existing harbour but it was 
concluded that it was not necessary. 

N 

      

4a Marine 
Conservation 
Society 

Clarification As I can determine the proposals are 
primarily around safety and, ‘allowing 
maritime pilots, who guide vessels on their 
final miles to and from the port, to get on and 
off the vessels closer to the shore where the 
sea is generally calmer.’ I also recognise 
there is an element of future focus, with the 
proposed extension enabling safe port area 

The need to extend the SHA is driven by 
navigational safety and pilot boarding and 
landing positions – and this requirement is 
important based on the current shipping 
activity. However, the need for management, 
governance and regulation of navigational 
safety becomes even more important if the 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

use for any potential floating offshore wind  
(FLOW) wet storage. The lack of any 
proposed construction, means in terms of 
seabed impacts, I can’t foresee any issues. 

FLOW industry develops further in the Celtic 
Sea. 

4b Marine 
Conservation 
Society 

Clarification My only real questions are around any 
potential for increased dredging to facilitate 
any larger/novel vessels potentially 
associated with FLOW. However I appreciate 
that’s both outside the scope of this 
consultation, and given the early stage FLOW 
development is currently at, potentially an 
question that currently lacks an answer. 

With regards to dredging, this application 
does not directly change the dredging 
demands at Port Talbot (as it is a non-works 
HRO) and the marine licensing regime, which 
governs activities that ABP is already able to 
undertake beyond the mean high water mark, 
will continue to apply to the proposed 
extension of the Port Talbot SHA (as it 
applies within the existing harbour limits).   

N 

4c Marine 
Conservation 
Society 

Clarification As ever increased traffic has the potential to 
increase disturbance to marine mammals, I 
would suggest speaking to Whale & dolphin 
Conservation if you need any further 
information on that. 

ABP currently dredge within the Port Talbot 
SHA limit and also within the approach to the 
Port, which is shown on the attached plan in 
yellow and light pink.  A Natural Resource 
Wales marine licence is associated with this 
and sample in line with OSPAR 
requirements. 

N 

      

5 Mike Hedges 
MS 

Support Responded in support of the proposed 
application 

The Applicant welcomes the support of the 
local MS member for this application. 

N 

      

6a Natural 
Resources 
Wales (NRW) 

Clarification NRW requested clarification on a number of 
points during the consultation. The Applicant 
responded to these in writing and a meeting 
took place after the consultation closed to 
discuss any further queries. NRW 

This is noted by the Applicant and 
appreciates the commitment to dialogue that 
has taken place with NRW as part of the 
consultation process. 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

subsequently submitted an advisory 
response as follows: 

6b Natural 
Resources 
Wales (NRW) 

Advisory  We note that from our discussions, you 
expressed you do not expect boat traffic 
volume or activity to change within the area 
as a direct result of the port authority 
extension, however vessel traffic may change 
in the future due to influx of activity from 
FLOW in the Celtic Sea and the changing of 
Port Talbot to a Free Port. We therefore 
advise that should you expect vessel activity 
levels to change that you should engage with 
NRW Advisory as early as possible. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 

6c Natural 
Resources 
Wales (NRW) 

Advisory  We note that the extended jurisdiction will 
also allow ABP to dredge in this extended 
area under the Harbour Order. You have 
stated however that you do not intend to 
dredge in areas other than your already 
defined area, and this would also be reliant on 
a disposal licence. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 

6d Natural 
Resources 
Wales (NRW) 

Advisory  We advise that as a competent authority, 
under the Habitats Regulations you will be 
required to complete a HRA to fully assess 
any potential impacts of the HRO to local 
adjacent sites and features prior to carrying 
out any plans or projects (dredging included). 
We advise that you engage with NRW 
Advisory around this. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

7 Neath Port 
Talbot 
Council 

No objection Responded to advise that they have no 
objection to the proposed application. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 

      

8a Neath Port 
Authority 

Commitment to 
engagement 

Neath Port Authority (NPA) notes the 
contents of the draft Harbour Revision Order 
(HRO). As indicated when our respective 
officials met, NPA has a number of potential 
objections to the contents of your draft HRO. 
I confirm, however, that those objections will 
be withheld provided the following issues are 
agreed and/or accepted with appropriate 
amendments being made to the HRO to take 
them into account: 

This is noted by the Applicant and 
appreciates the commitment to dialogue that 
has taken place with NPA as part of the 
consultation process. 

N 

8b Neath Port 
Authority 

Alteration of HRO 
article 

1. You will understand that NPA must, within 
its own port limits, ensure safe anchorage for 
vessels requiring it. In addition, it is also 
important that the NPA Pilot can board and 
disembark vessels within the port limits. The 
port limits of both ports was considered at the 
above meeting and, I understand, agreed. 
This will entail amendments to both port 
limits. Those amendments will therefore need 
to be made to your draft HRO and a new HRO 
will be needed for NPA. Those should be 
submitted simultaneously with the cost of 
preparation being borne by ABP. 

The Applicant has not extended the order 
limits as suggested by NPA. However they 
recognise this issue raised by NPA and will 
consider not objecting to a future HRO by 
NPA to extend their limits.  

N 

8c Neath Port 
Authority 

Impact on vessels 2. Article 5.17 in the ABP draft HRO will need 
to be altered so that it is clear that no dues 
(goods or passenger) or pilot vessel charges 
will be levied in relation to vessels bound for 

The Applicant has updated the wording of the 
draft order to include the following wording, 
which has been agreed with NPA: 

Y 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

Neath but anchor or transmit within the new 
ABP port limit. 

Pilotage charges under section 10 (pilotage 
charges) of the Pilotage Act 1987 may not be 
charged on any vessel passing through or 
anchoring in the added area which is travelling 
to or from an area of another competent 
harbour authority and is subject to a 
compulsory pilotage direction made by that 
authority. 
In this article “competent harbour authority” 
means a competent harbour authority for the 
purpose of the Pilotage Act 1987 and 
“compulsory pilotage direction” means a 
direction made under section 7 (pilotage 
directions) of that Act. 

8d Neath Port 
Authority 

Impact on vessels 3. Control of vessels destined for NPA will 
remain with NPA notwithstanding they might 
be within or passing through the ABP port 
limit. Further, ABP will do nothing within its 
port limit that hinders or adversely impacts 
upon the safe voyage of vessels into or from 
the NPA limits. 

The Applicant is seeking to address this point 
through a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between ABP and NPA, setting out 
the principles governing the regulation of the 
interface between the two ports, particularly 
those of safety.  
 
At the point of submission, the Applicant is 
continuing discussions about the draft MOU 
with NPA. 

N  

8e Neath Port 
Authority 

Responsibility of 
costs 

4. ABP will do nothing that impinges upon the 
entry of vessels into the NPA port limit so that 
movements of vessels into or out of Neath 
Port will not be delayed by any action of ABP. 
ABP will indemnify NPA against any costs 
incurred as a consequence of vessels being 
delayed or hampered as they pass from the 
new ABP limit into NPA limits. 

See response to point 8d, above. N  
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

8f Neath Port 
Authority 

Responsibility of 
costs 

5. ABP will indemnify NPA against any 
additional costs incurred by NPA as a 
consequence of vessels destined for or 
leaving Neath Port being delayed, hampered 
or otherwise disadvantaged. 

See response to point 8d, above. N  

8g Neath Port 
Authority 

Responsibility of 
costs 

6. The indemnity in 5 above will extend to the 
cost of NPA employing independent experts 
to assess and investigate the impact of the 
new ABP HRO upon NPA. That indemnity 
also includes legal costs incurred throughout 
the processes envisaged above. 

The Applicant met with NPA and agreed, on 
the basis of other changes made (above), 
that this was no longer required.  

N 

      

9a The Crown 
Estate 

Clarity on need for 
Crown saving 

At the meeting, clarity was sought about 
whether a dedicated Crown saving clause 
needed to 
be included in the draft HRO. This was to 
protect the rights and interests of the Crown. 

The Applicant does not consider that a 
dedicated Crown saving clause is required in 
the draft HRO. An explanation of our 
rationale is provided below. 
The British Transport Docks Act 1964 (“the 
1964 Act”), which authorised the tidal harbour, 
and all other existing legislation at Port Talbot 
incorporate the Harbours, Docks and Piers 
Clauses Act 18471 (“the 1847 Act”), including 
a saving for the Crown at section 99 in the 
following form:  
 
Nothing in this or the special Act to affect the 
rights of the crown; 
99.Nothing in this or the special Act, or any Act 
incorporated therewith contained shall extend 
to alienate, defeat, vary, lessen, abrogate, or 
prejudice any estate, right, title, interest, 
prerogative, royalty, jurisdiction, or authority, 
of or appertaining to the Queen’s most 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

excellent Majesty, nor to abridge, vary, or 
abrogate any of the powers or authorities by 
law vested in the Admiralty, or in the 
Commissioners of Her Majesty’s [F1 Customs 
and Excise], or in the [F2 Crown Estate 
Commissioners], in relation to the 
possessions and land revenues of her Majesty 
in right of her crown, or otherwise howsoever. 
 
Article 4 of our draft HRO provides that the 
1847 Act has effect within the added area, as 
incorporated with the 1964 Act. That means 
the provisions of the 1847 Act (which were 
incorporated by section 4 of the 1964 Act and 
include section 99) have effect within the 
extended area. Therefore, the saving will 
apply to the exercise of any powers applied by 
the Order to the extended area. 
1 Harbours Docks and Piers Clauses Act 
1847, Section 99 - 
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Vict/10-
11/27/crossheading/saving-of-rights 

9a The Crown 
Estate 

Clarity on position 
with marine 
aggregates 
extraction 

Linked to the above point, clarity was sought 
on how the extended SHA could impact on 
licences for marine aggregate extraction. 

We consider that, as the Crown saving 
identified above is very comprehensive, it 
would protect any interest which the Crown 
enjoys over minerals in the extended area. 
There would therefore be no change to the 
existing situation with respect to marine 
aggregate extraction. 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

10 The Health 
and Safety 
Executive  

Decision to not 
reviewing 
documents 

Your correspondence has been forwarded to 
me as my team is responsible for regulating 
businesses in Neath and Port Talbot. Thank 
you for including HSE in your consultation.  
However we will not be reviewing the 
documents submitted nor commenting on the 
application.  I wanted to let you know so that 
you would not wonder whether you would be 
hearing from us. 

This response is noted by the Applicant. N 

      

11a Royal 
Yachting 
Association 
(RYA) 

Issue with the 
consultation 
process 

The proposed order is likely to have an impact 
on local recreational boating clubs but the 
extent of that impact isn’t clear at this stage 
and the short consultation period hasn’t given 
the RYA and RYACW sufficient opportunity to 
consult with the affected clubs (which are 
largely managed by volunteers). 

The Applicant believes that a six-week, pre-
submission consultation on the draft HRO 
provides sufficient time for stakeholders to 
review the documents and provide feedback. 
 
The Applicant met with the Royal Yachting 
Association on Monday 26 June 2023 to 
discuss their response. A request was made 
during the meeting for extra time for the 
Royal Yachting Association to meet with 
members and agree a response. The 
Applicant subsequently agreed to provide an 
extra two week period – Monday 26 June to 
Monday 10 July – for these meetings to take 
place.  

N 

11a Royal 
Yachting 
Association 

Issue with the 
consultation 
process 

On 11 July 2023, a further update was 
received from the RYA. They confirmed they 
received no observations on the proposals 
from regional representatives and have to 
comments on the generic safety of navigation 
guidelines [provided as part of meeting on 26 
June}, all of which seem proportionate and 

This is noted by the Applicant and appreciates 
the commitment to dialogue that has taken 
place with RYA as part of the consultation 
process. 

N 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

pragmatic. As a result they confirmed they 
are content with the HRO as it stands but 
asked to be informed if there are further 
changes proposed in the future. 

      

12a Trinity House  Issue with gap 
between three 
SHA areas 

As advised by Trinity House’s Navigation 
Manager in his email of 3 May 2023, the 
proposed Port Talbot SHA extension (as 
shown on Figure 1, published with the 
consultation materials), would result in the 
creation of a small area (approximately one 
square nautical mile in extent) of general 
navigable waters between the proposed Port 
Talbot Statutory Harbour Authority (“SHA”) 
limits, the Swansea SHA limits and the Port 
of Neath SHA limits. This area would, in 
effect, be locked between three separate 
SHA areas, which has the potential to render 
the ongoing management of that area by 
Trinity House impractical. 
 
Trinity House welcomes ABP’s suggestion to 
adjust the coordinates in the draft HRO to 
follow the Port of Neath SHA limits and then 
join the existing Port Talbot SHA limits to 
avoid leaving a gap between the three 
separate SHA areas. As well as adjusting the 
coordinates set out in Schedule 1 to the draft 
HRO, we anticipate that the plan of the 
“Added Area” referred to in Schedule 2 to the 
draft HRO will be revised accordingly 

The Applicant has adjusted the coordinates 
in draft HRO to remove the gap between the 
three SHA areas as suggested by the 
response.  
 

Y 
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No. Stakeholder Theme Comment Raised Applicant’s Response Change to 
application? 

12b Trinity House  Engagement on 
provision of 
navigation aids 
(beyond scope of 
HRO) 

Trinity House’s Navigation Manager has also 
highlighted that there are currently two buoys 
(Ledge and Grounds) located within the 
proposed Port Talbot SHA limits. These 
buoys are currently operated and maintained 
by Trinity House. Whilst Trinity House 
understands that future arrangements for the 
operation and maintenance of these aids to 
navigation are not matters for resolution 
within the provisions of the draft HRO, Trinity 
House would nevertheless welcome 
continued discussions with ABP regarding 
the provision of aids to navigation within the 
proposed new Port Talbot SHA limits. 

Following discussions with Trinity House 
Navigation Manager, the Applicant has 
proposed sensible contingencies for the 
future management and upkeep of the 
referenced buoys. 

N 

12c Trinity House  Confirmation of 
effect of clause 

We note that, at paragraph 5.7 of the draft 
statement in support of the application 
published with the consultation materials, it is 
stated that “the proposed extension of the 
Port Talbot harbour limits will address the 
specific anchorage and pilotage navigational 
safety issue in addition to extending other 
powers such as removal of wrecks and 
lighting and marking in relation to safe 
navigation” (our emphasis added). 
We would be grateful for your confirmation 
that the effect of article 4(1) of the draft HRO 
is that the following provisions of the 
Harbours, Docks and Piers Clauses Act 1847 
shall apply to the “added area” as they do to 
the existing Port Talbot SHA limits: 
 

• section 28 (exemption of vessels in her 
Majesty’s service, &c. from rates); 

The Applicant can confirm that all the 
provisions of the 1847 Act to which the 
response refers, including the saving for the 
rights of Trinity House, will apply in the added 
area as they apply within the existing limits. 

N 
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• section 77 (power to erect lighthouses 
and lay down buoys, with consent of 
Trinity House); 

• section 78 (lights, beacons, or sea-marks 
not to be exhibited or altered without 
sanction of Trinity House); and 

• section 102 (nor the rights of Trinity 
House, &c).  

12d Trinity House  Technical concern 
with drafting 

Paragraphs 5.16 and 5.17 of the statement in 
support of the application refer to articles 
14(2) and 14(3) of the draft HRO. We assume 
that these should refer to articles 4(2) and 
4(3) of the  
draft HRO? 

This amendment has been made. Y 

12e Trinity House Typographical 
error 

There is a minor typographical error in the 
second line of the second paragraph of the  
Explanatory Note to the HRO, between the 
words “application of” and “legislation” 

This amendment has been made.  Y 
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