
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

26th September 2012

Present:
Mrs G Hayward (Chair)

Mr A Archer, Mr D Ellis, Councillor P Harries, Councillor M James, Councillor L Jenkins, Councillor R Kilmister, Councillor RM Lewis, Councillor R Owens, Councillor D Rees, Mr  EA Sangster, Mrs M Thomas, Councillor A Wilcox and Councillor M Williams.

[Councillor JA Brinsden arrived during consideration of NP/12/0299 Minute 7(b) refers]

(National Park Offices: 10.00am – 2.10pm)

1.
Apologies

Apologies for absence were received from Ms C Gwyther, Councillor Mrs A Lee and Councillor PJ Morgan.

2.
Disclosures of interest

The following Member(s)/Officer(s) disclosed an interest in the application(s) and/or matter(s) referred to below:

	Application and Reference
	Member(s)/Officer(s)
	Action taken



	Minutes 8(h)below

NP/12/0360 

Raising roof and erection of flat roof dormer window, 67 Croft Road, Broad Haven, Haverfordwest
	Mrs M Thomas
	Withdrew from the meeting while the application was discussed


3.
Minutes

The minutes of the meetings held on the 22nd August 2012 and 3rd September 2012 were presented for confirmation and signature.

It was RESOLVED that the minutes of the meetings held on the 22nd August 2012 and 3rd September 2012 be confirmed and signed.

NOTED.

4.
Matters Arising
Atlantic Array Environmental Statement
The Director of Park Direction and Planning reported that the consultant’s report commissioned by PCNPA regarding the potential landscape impacts of the proposed Atlantic Array Wind Turbines had been received and she offered to circulate this to Members.

It was RESOLVED that the consultant’s report regarding the potential landscape impacts of the Atlantic Array Wind Turbines be circulated to Members.
5.
Right to speak at Committee

The Chairman informed Members that due notification (prior to the stipulated deadline) had been received from interested parties who wished to exercise their right to speak at the meeting that day.  She added that, following the decision of the National Park Authority at its meeting held on the 7th December 2011, speakers on planning applications received up to the 31st December 2011 would have 3 minutes to address the Committee, while speakers on planning applications received after the 1st January 2012 would – under the new arrangements – have 5 minutes to speak:

	Reference number
	Proposal
	Speaker



	NP/12/0296

Minute 8(a) refers


	Erection of 5kw 15m wind turbine - Thornhill, Manorbier, Tenby
	Ms Heulwen Davies

(supporter)

	NP/12/0299

Minute 8(b) refers


	Erection of 5kw 17.75m wind turbine - Shipping Hill Farm, The Ridgeway, Manorbier
	Ms Heulwen Davies (supporter)

	NP/12/0267

Minute 8(c)

refers


	Outline application (with all matters reserved) for 2 single storey dwellings (1 being an affordable unit) - Land west of Pantyrodyn, Moylegrove
	Mr Richard Woodcock (objector)

Cllr Ron Rees (Nevern Community Council)

Mr Chris Kimpton (agent)



	NP/12/0303

Minute8(d) 

refers


	Demolition of hotel (and associated buildings), and toilet block, and erection of new building providing restaurant and bar, two retail units, activity hire centre, education centre, public toilets, and changing facilities.  Resurfacing, rearrangement and landscaping of existing car park and provision of grassed car parking areas, relocation of SUSTRANS cycle route, and new pumping station building - Parking facility at Coppet Hall, Saundersfoot


	Mr David Lewis (applicant)

	NP/12/0342 Minute 8(e) refers
	Installation of one 15kw wind turbine (15m mast height to hub) 20.979m to blade tip) plus associated foundation pad and underground cable – Philbeach Farm, Dale


	Mr Peter Smithies (applicant)

Mr Chris Jessop (Marloes and St Brides Community Council

	NP/12/0346 Minute 8(f) refers
	Erection of one free standing small scale wind turbine – Norchard Farm, The Ridgeway, Manorbier


	Ms Heulwen Davies (applicant)

	NP/12/0360 Minute 8(h) refers
	Raising roof and erection of flat roof dormer window – 67 Croft Road, Broad Haven


	Mr Carl Evans (applicant)

	NP/12/0365 Minute 8(i) refers
	Use of land as storage compound for building materials and equipment and siting of storage container – Cwarre Yr Angland, Feidr Felin, Newport
	Ms Vicky Moller (supporter)

Cllr Mike Phillips (Newport Town Council)

Mr Rheinallt Evans (agent)


6.
Planning Applications received since the last meeting



The Director of Park Direction and Planning reminded Members of the protocol that had been introduced whereby “new” applications would now be reported to Committee for information.  These “new” applications were ones that had been received since preparation of the previous agenda and were either to be dealt with under Officers’ delegated powers or at a subsequent meeting of the Development Management Committee.  The details of these 43 applications were, therefore, reported for information and Members were informed that of these 23 were deemed to be invalid.  

Members asked whether the reason these applications were invalid could be provided to help them to monitor performance.


NOTED

7.
Human Rights Act


The Solicitor drew the attention of the Committee to his report explaining the application of the Human Rights Act 2002 to planning.  He explained that, as noted at the previous meeting, the report was in the process of being updated and a revised report would be presented to the next meeting of the Committee.

It was RESOLVED that the report of the Solicitor be noted.

8.
Report of the Head of Development Management

The Committee considered the detailed reports of the Head of Development Management, together with any updates reported verbally on the day and recorded below.  The Committee determined the applications as follows (the decision reached on each follows the details of the relevant application):

	(a)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0296

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr M Mathias

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Erection of 5kw 15m wind turbine

	
	LOCATION:
	Thornhill, Manorbier, Tenby


The Planning Officer explained that this was a full application for a small scale 5kw Evance R9000 wind turbine, to provide a renewable energy source for Thornhill, a detached dwelling in the Manorbier Community Council area.  The application had been brought before the Committee as the view of neighbouring Penally Community Council conflicted with the officer’s view that the proposed wind turbine did not cause any significant detrimental impact upon the special landscape character of the National Park, both in isolation and when taking into account the nearby proposals of Shipping Hill Farm and Norchard Farm being considered by the Committee that day (minutes 8(b) and 8(f) refer).  The proposal raised no other planning concerns, subject to the placing of appropriate conditions on any approval given.  As such the application was considered to comply with the relevant policies of the LDP and was recommended for approval.

The Planning Officer explained that due to the proximity of the three applications, the Landscape Visual Impact Assessment for all three applications had been conducted on the same day to enable the assessment of potential cumulative impact to be carried out more effectively.  This assessment comprised a desk based study to map the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), the erection of a cherry picker on the site location, and the officer visiting selected viewpoints within the surrounding landscape area (informed by the ZTV) to assess the visual impact against the criteria of the LDP Policy and the Authority’s Renewable Energy Supplementary Planning Guidance. At the meeting, photographs showing views into and out of the site from a variety of viewpoints were displayed.  

Ms Heulwen Davies then addressed the Committee, explaining that she lived at Norchard Farm, Manorbier and was that day representing herself and her two neighbours on the three applications.  She first of all wished to make it clear that she herself had approached the agent, Newlandowner Ltd, rather than that businesses having advertised for business in the area.  She went on to explain that each property had applied to erect a 5kw turbine in response to rising energy costs and to take a responsible attitude to reducing CO2 emissions.  It was hoped that the turbine would generate 13kw hours of electricity pa which would allow an existing oil fired rayburn to be converted to utilise the electricity with surplus which could be sold to make a small additional income.  Ms Davies acknowledged that wind turbines generated considerable adverse publicity as large scale proposals had a major visible impact on the landscape.  She therefore wished to put the scale of the current applications into context to hopefully allay concerns.  The proposed turbine would be 46cm/18” diameter at the base, 20cm/8” at the top – for comparison a telegraph pole had a diameter of 9”.  The hub of the proposed turbine was only 70cm/2’2” with a blade diameter of 5.5m.  The reason for the small head was the lack of a gear box which would enable the turbine to continue to operate in high winds and also created much less noise.  These factors would minimise the visual impact of the turbine on the landscape which Ms Davies concluded was an important consideration for her also.

While agreeing that the impact of an individual turbine was minimal some Members were concerned that a proliferation of single turbines would impact considerably on the landscape, particularly as, unlike telegraph poles, they moved.  Under the Sandford Principle, the Authority’s primary duty was to protect the National Park and there was some concern that the cumulative impact of turbines would eventually lead to saturation point being reached.  Officers assured Members that the cumulative impact of the applications had to be taken into consideration, and to this end the location of all turbines granted permission both within and outside the National Park were mapped.  However each application had to be considered on its own merits.

Other Members pointed out that there was pressure on society to reduce its carbon footprint and live a more sustainable lifestyle.  It was important that the National Park was able to contribute to carbon reduction as well.  They also noted that this was a small scheme and        that each application had to be considered on its merits.

DECISION: That the application be approved subject to standard conditions relating to time, accordance with plans and submitted information, the removal of the turbine from the site should the turbine fail to produce energy in a running 12 month period, the control of noise levels, the agreement of a method statement for pollution prevention measures and hedgerow breach and the submission of MoD required details.

[Councillor JA Brinsden arrived during consideration of the following application]

	(b)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0299

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr P Mathias

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Erection of 1 x 5kw, 17.75m wind turbine

	
	LOCATION:
	Shipping Hill Farm, The Ridgeway, Manorbier, Tenby


This was a full application for a small scale 5kw Evance R9000 wind turbine, to provide a renewable energy source for Shipping Hill Farm, located along the Ridgeway in the Manorbier Community Council area.  The application had been brought before the Committee as the view of the Community Council, together with that of neighbouring Penally Community Council, conflicted with the officer’s view that the proposed wind turbine did not cause any significant detrimental impact upon the special landscape character of the National Park, both in isolation and when taking into account the nearby proposals of Thornhill and Norchard Farm being considered by the Committee that day (minutes 8(a) and 8(f) refer).  The proposal raised no other planning concerns, subject to the placing of appropriate conditions on any approval given.  As such the application was considered to comply with the relevant policies of the LDP and was recommended for approval.

At the meeting, the Planning Officer pointed out that the hub height for this application should read 15m, not 17.75m.  He also explained that Manorbier Community Council had held an extraordinary meeting and had changed its response on this application from refusal to one of approval.    As with the previous application, he went on to display the map showing the Zone of Theoretical Visibility and to show photographs both out of and into the site from a variety of viewpoints. 

The Committee was addressed by Ms Heulwen Davies who stated that the points she had made on the previous application were also relevant to this application.  Carrying on from her previous speech, she went on to explain that the second benefit of a smaller head with no gearbox was the reduction in noise.  An acoustic noise assessment had been carried out which showed that at 25m and 8m per second, the noise was only 52.8 decibels which was not declared as tonal and no penalty had been applied.  She concluded that she hoped the Committee would see that both the noise and visual impact of the turbines had been carefully considered.  She noted that everyone understood and appreciated the importance of tourism to the County, but she also asked Members to consider the important role farming played in the upkeep of the land and therefore the look of the countryside.  The viability of farming was under pressure and the small amount of additional financial support from a wind turbine could allow a farm to keep going. 

One Member was concerned that this application was on high ground and therefore visible from the surrounding area.  The Planning Officer replied that he considered the turbine was consistent with the overall topography and did not stand out significantly as there were no prolonged views of the turbine, only glimpses, and once on the coastal path, the views were more restricted.  Another Member raised the question of the colour of the turbines, suggesting that the Authority should have a standard colour, eg dark green or brown, so that they did not stand out.  Officers advised that a standard colour would be difficult, as it depended on the location of the turbine and the key views of it; for example a dark coloured turbine would stand out more on the skyline than would one coloured grey.  Members suggested       that the question of colour should be addressed more fully in future applications, but felt that the current application should be determined on the information before them                             . 

DECISION: That the application be approved subject to standard conditions relating to time, accordance with plans and submitted information, the removal of the turbine from the site should the turbine fail to produce energy in a running 12 month period, the control of noise levels, the agreement of a method statement for pollution prevention measures, hedgerow breach and tree protection, an archaeologist to be on site for ground works, and the submission of MoD required details.

[Cllr JA Brinsden abstained from voting as he was not present for the presentation and debate on this application]

	(c)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0267

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr Ronald James

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Outline application (with all matters reserved) for 2 single-storey dwellings (1 being an affordable unit)

	
	LOCATION:
	Land west of Pantyrodryn, Moylegrove, Cardigan


This outline application, with all matters reserved, proposed two single storey dwellings, one of which was for social housing.  The application had been brought before the Committee as the support of the Community Council was contrary to the officer’s recommendation of refusal.  While the principle of two single storey dwellings on the site was considered to be acceptable as rounding off of a group of houses, the site was inaccessible in policy terms.  Public transport provision in the village did not provide adequate year round accessibility to services, meaning that the occupiers of the dwellings would have to rely on a private car to access them.  As such any provision of open market housing would not be supported under Policy 7 of the Local Development Plan and the application was recommended for refusal.

Mr Richard Woodcock, an objector, stated that Moylegrove was one of the few remaining quiet villages within the National Park and any development of this greenfield site would alter the character of the valley which defined the village and allow building on what was a green wedge between the upper and lower parts of the village.  The site was on a narrow lane which had no passing places, and the creation of an entrance would destroy 36m of ancient hedgerow.  Mr Woodcock did not agree that the site was rounding off, adding that it would take light from an adjacent bungalow, and noted that it would be visible from the coast path as it swept round from Ceibwr whose remoteness and tranquillity would be spoilt.  He agreed that affordable housing was necessary, but maintained that this was the wrong place.  Moylegrove had no facilities, no shop, no school, etc.  The Local Development Plan identified two sites for affordable housing, but this was not one of those sites.  He considered that the identified sites would provide a more appropriate cluster of development for young people where they would not be isolated from their own age group.  Mr Woodcock also made comments regarding Nevern Community Council’s consideration of the application.

Councillor Ron Rees, Deputy Chairman of Nevern Community Council then addressed the Committee.  He stated that the Council had received a public deputation before considering the item and not everyone had spoken against the application, one person having spoken in favour.  The Community Council had considered that the possibility of an affordable dwelling in Moylegrove was not something that could be easily turned down.  They had considered the narrow lane and existing village pattern, noting that there were already 3 bungalows with entrances on to the lane.  He understood that the vendor of the land had agreed to allow the creation of a passing place on his land and felt this would improve the situation on what was probably not a busy lane, as it was so narrow.  He asked the Committee to give the application serious consideration as there was a need for sustainable housing in the village for local people.

The final speaker was the agent, Mr Chris Kimpton.  He stated that before submitting the application he had assessed all the relevant policies and considered that the application met these, noting that the LDP contained no accessibility criteria.  None of the Statutory Consultees had objected to the application.  The Accessibility Assessment Supplementary Planning Guidance stated that the minimum level of public transport service provision considered necessary to be able to have a reasonable degree of mobility without private transport was 5 return journeys per day.  Mr Kimpton argued that the Poppit Rocket provided that level of service every day between May and September and on three days per week in October.  In addition School buses operated in term time.  His client was also confused as to why this requirement did not apply to affordable housing.  He concluded by saying that two local people wanted to buy the plots of land as they had connections with the village.  If approved, the application would help sustain the community of Moylegrove.

With regard to Mr Kimpton’s point that local people wanted to purchase the plots, one Member asked whether such a scenario would comply with the Authority’s affordable housing policy.  The officer replied that it would not – a Section 106 Agreement would be required to ensure it was maintained as an affordable dwelling in perpetuity.  

A number of Members noted that Moylegrove had a better bus service than many places within the National Park.  They noted that there was likely to be a reduction in bus subsidies, and hence the number of buses, over the next 5 years and they feared that they would not have the ability to approve any applications as many locations in the Park would not be sufficiently accessible.  The provision of more affordable housing was essential and as long as the one unit could be maintained in perpetuity, they supported the application.  They also considered that it was illogical that the accessibility criteria did not apply to the affordable house as the occupier of that property was less likely to have access to a car than the open market house occupier. 

The Head of Park Direction clarified the policy context; explaining that the proposal was contrary to Policy 7a which allowed for rounding off subject to accessibility.  Other centres were defined where growth could happen as there was a better level of accessibility and also that this Authority was already actively pursuing sites in Moylegrove for affordable housing.

A few Members were unhappy with application - its prominence in the landscape, the principle of going against recently agreed policy and the problem of maintaining the affordable unit in perpetuity.

On the question of the one property remaining affordable in perpetuity, the Solicitor noted that Section 106 Agreements were legally complex.  Banks and lenders did not like in perpetuity agreements and there were often difficulties with obtaining mortgages. The process was usually easier if the dwelling was passed to a Housing Association which could better ensure it remained affordable in perpetuity.  The Solicitor also reminded members that                                                    landowners               could apply to have section 106 agreements      removed or amended after 5 years because the obligation no longer achieved a planning purpose. The viability of the affordable housing requirement could be such a reason.                                                
DECISION: That the application be approved subject to conditions, and          the approval           by the Committee of a Section 106 Agreement relating to the provision of the affordable unit within 6 months.

	(d)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0303

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr D Lewis

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Demolition of hotel (and associated buildings), and toilet block, and erection of new building providing restaurant and bar, two retail units, activity hire centre, education centre, public toilets, and changing facilities.  Resurfacing, rearrangement and landscaping of existing car park and provision of grassed car parking areas, relocation of SUSTRANS cycle route, and new pumping station building


	
	LOCATION:
	Parking facility at Coppet Hall, Saundersfoot


This major application proposed a mixed use scheme as set out above, including the erection of a new building to replace those that were to be demolished, the resurfacing and rearrangement of the existing car park and public rights of way, the provision of a pump house and associated landscaping.  Officers had carefully considered the application against the relevant national and local development plan policies, and on balance considered that it was acceptable, subject to the conditions suggested in the report.

Mr David Lewis, the applicant, addressed the Committee, explaining that he was a trustee of the Hean Castle Estate which owned the site.  He explained that the estate had been approached with a view to upgrading the site following a report by Powell Dobson on the regeneration of Saundersfoot; funding had been obtained through Visit Wales’ Coastal Centres of Excellent programme.  It was proposed to site the new visitor centre on the lowest area of the site.  It had been moved back over 7m from the originally proposed site which would both preserve the views out to sea from inland and maintain the panoramic views from the restaurant necessary to make it viable.  Use of the building as a watersports centre also required it to be sited close to the beach.  
Pre-application discussions had been held with officers, and in these they had been advised against creating a building of traditional design; they had therefore followed the contemporary architecture used at Oriel y Parc and Cilgerran which featured timber louvers, a turf roof and coloured render.  It was hoped that the natural materials that were proposed would blend in and it was intended to use timber from the estate for the cladding.  The proposed building was of a smaller scale that that existing on the site and it would be dwarfed by the cliffs and the woodland and hidden in part behind the higher part of the dunes.  The rectangular shape would allow a smaller elevation to be visible when entering the site and the long edge would be buried into the ground.  It was proposed to use a variety of green technology and for the building to be BREEAM Excellent.  Bat housing would be located in the pumping station.  Additional indigenous planting was proposed and discussions were ongoing with the Countryside Council for Wales regarding the management of the sea buckthorn on the dunes.  The proposals offered many public benefits including the provision of dedicated disabled facilities, improved toilets, family changing rooms and beach showers.  Removal of the existing hotel would also improve the setting of an adjacent Grade II listed building.  The restaurant and activity centre would generate new employment and existing seasonal employment would be safeguarded.  Space was provided within the building for displays on the history of the local community and overall there was great local support for the project.  The applicant circulated coloured drawings showing the proposed layout of the site and elevations of the building.

Members were extremely grateful for the opportunity to visit the site.  They did, however request that they be provided with larger scale plans as those provided in their papers were illegible.  The Chairman responded that she was in discussion with officers on this point and a paper on the matter would be brought to a forthcoming meeting of the Committee.

While welcoming redevelopment of the site, a number of Members expressed concern at the design of the proposed building, particularly the view of the structure from the beach as the plans made it clear the structure would rise above the tree line.  They considered the site to be unspoilt, and asked officers to suggest ways that the design could be improved.  Concern was also expressed at the urbanisation of the car park through the use of tarmac and gravel and the potential light pollution from the site.  The finish of the South Beach Car Park in Tenby was commended as a good model.

One Member considered the site too precious and sensitive to have a building on it at all, believing that it should be located further inland.  He reminded the Committee of the view of the Appeal Inspector regarding Llyngwair Manor when he said that proposals within the National Park should achieve good, high quality standards of design and not just do no harm.

Other Members, however accepted that it was not feasible for the building to be located further back and considered that the proposed development would improve the site.  With regard to light pollution, it was noted that special glass could be used which did not allow light to be reflected outside of the building.  They accepted the modern design and also considered that the more natural materials would help the building to blend in with its surroundings and the proposed landscaping would help to screen it from the road and the coast.

With regard to the car park, Members sought clarification on the level of the site, and the officer confirmed that in average terms, the car park level would be lower than at present.  They also queried one of the drawings circulated by the applicant as this appeared to show the slope of the roof in the wrong direction.  The agent was asked to clarify and she explained that the drawing was aiming to show that there would be native planting in front of the building behind the sea buckthorne and did not accurately represent the proposal roofline.

As an amendment for refusal of the application had been proposed and seconded a vote was first taken on this and was lost 3 votes to 10.  The substantive motion that the application be approved subject to conditions was then put to the vote, and this was won 11 votes to 3.  Officers were asked to look at ways to ameliorate the urbanisation of the car park through different block surface, rather than coloured tarmac and low level lighting which could be dealt with by condition.

DECISION: That the application be approved, subject to conditions relating to time limit; decision drawings; materials; render sample panel; compliance with submitted demolition statement; landscaping, including topography and surfacing; tree protection; lighting details; parking and turning area provision (including materials and surface treatment); no impediment to the Shared Use Path; warning signage for the public rights of way; contaminated land; delivery hours; opening hours; Sustainable Drainage System for surface water; permeable paving for hardstanding;  foul drainage to go to public sewer; the separation of foul and surface water drainage arrangements; the provision of grease traps to protect the public sewer; the protection of public sewer crossing site; method statement for pollution prevention measures; storage of chemicals; development-free butter zone to watercourse; and coal and mine survey.
	(e)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0342

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr Peter Smithies

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Installation of one 15kw wind turbine (15m mast height to hub, 20.979m to blade tip) plus associated foundation pad and underground cable

	
	LOCATION:
	Philbeach Farm, Dale, Haverfordwest


It was reported that this was a full application for a single 15kw wind turbine, which was brought before the Committee as the view of officers conflicted with that of the Community Council.  The application followed a previous refusal by the Committee in May 2012 under NP/11/527.  While raising no other planning concerns, and improving its visual impact from many views, officers considered that the proposed turbine, by virtue of its scale and siting would still represent a prominent moving structure above the skyline, to the detriment of the existing landscape character of the Marloes Peninsula when viewed from the Gann Estuary to the South.  The proposal was not considered to have adequately addressed the reason for refusal of application NP/11/527 and would conflict with policies 1, 8 15, 29 and 33 of the Local Development Plan.  As such the application was recommended for refusal.

The Planning Officer explained that the amended proposal had been assessed using the same viewpoints as visited during the previous Committee Site Visit.  The degree of change between the two proposals and the resulting impact upon the surrounding landscape character had therefore been taken into account.  At the meeting, photographs showing views into and out of the site from these viewpoints were displayed.

Mr Smithies, the applicant stated that this resubmission had taken on board the previous suggestion to move the turbine, with a consequent loss in the potential energy produced, and was therefore disappointed that officers remained concerned about the view from the Gann.  However despite 3 notices erected in the area and many letters sent out to householders, no objections had been received; in fact letters of support had been received from users of the Coast Path and houses at the Gann.  Mr Smithies suggested that the final image displayed by the Planning Officer had been taken using a zoom lens and that an aircraft hanger and redundant and derelict windmill had been removed from the view.  He also referred to a report by his consultant Soltice Brewster which he said concluded that wind turbines had no effect on landscape character and that the small scale and the distances involved rendered any changes minimal.  He pointed out that the Haven had recently been designated as an enterprise zone and that either this Authority or Pembrokeshire County Council would soon be considering an application for a new power station and associated pylons.  Wind power had been used by past generations in the area, and there was therefore a cultural link.  Mr Smithies felt that people in the area paid heavily for living in a windswept area and they therefore needed to make the best use of its energy and also endorsed the sentiments of a previous speaker regarding the economic sustainability of the Park. He concluded by passing around a picture taken from the same location as the one displayed by the officer which he said showed other skyline features that he felt had been omitted.

In responding to the points made by the applicant, the Planning Officer advised that all the photographs taken represented what could be seen by the human eye and no greater than a 55mm zoom had been used in accordance with Best Practice Guidance.  With regard to neighbour notification, he advised that the standard consultation had been carried out.

The second speaker was Community Councillor Chris Jessop from Marloes and St Brides Community Council.  He stated that the Community Council was dismayed by the Authority’s opposition to the turbine, particularly when the applicant had made the concession of moving the turbine to a new proposed location, and noted that the community had not objected to the original site.  He stated that the applicants were a popular local family endeavouring to minimise their use of fossil fuel, and the turbine was part of their economic diversification strategy.  Cllr Jessop went on to compare the visibility of turbines at Trewarren and Pearson Farm which he considered to be more prominent and about which there had been no adverse comment.  He believed that it was only officers of the Authority who objected to the turbine.  Cllr Jessop went on to address each of the policy objections raised in the officer’s report, stating that the turbine would enhance cultural heritage as three windmills used to overlook Dale Bay; he believed local people would be objecting if the proposed turbine threatened to impair the pattern and diversity of the landscape;   the landscape was a tapestry of human interventions, noting that Pickleridge Ponds were man-made features dating from the War; the applicant was a local employer and his business therefore needed to remain profitable through economic diversification; he stated that the Committee Site Visit had confirmed that the original location of the proposed turbine was far less prominent from the Gann than the skyline eyesores of the old airfield buildings – he contended that the revised location reduced skyline intrusion.  He concluded by saying that if the application was refused, questions would be asked about the Authority’s consistency of approach, the importance of residents’ views, the way forward for farmers and local businesses in the face of global environmental and economic threats and the prospects for local businesses supplying renewable energy equipment.  He urged the Committee to approve the application, reminding them that the Welsh Government Minister, Mr John Griffiths, had recently said that Planning Officers had to find out what their local economies needed.

A number of Members began the debate by supporting the application, stating that it was the duty of the Authority to support farmers who provided the greatest source of income in the area.  They noted that the proposed power station would be visible all around the Dale Peninsula and would be more prominent than any wind turbine.  These Members were more comfortable with the turbine in the revised location, particularly when it was seen in wider landscape context.

Another Member stated that a talk at the recent Association of National Park Authorities induction had discussed the sustainability of wind turbines and believed that as the applicant would not be making a vast profit as a result of the turbine, this made the application more acceptable.  On this last point, the Director of Park Direction and Planning advised that profit was not a planning matter and could not be taken into account.

Other Members, however could see little difference in landscape terms to the application refused by the Committee earlier in the year, particularly when viewed from the Gann, the most sensitive of the locations.  They also refuted the view that the Authority was anti-turbine, noting that the policy advised that applications for small scale renewable energy schemes would be considered favourably subject to various criteria.

An amendment to approve the application was seconded and a vote was then taken on the amendment and                                               lost by 6 votes to 7.  The substantive recommendation of refusal was then put to the vote and that was approved by      7 votes to 6,

DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:

1. Policy 1 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan states that development must be compatible with the conservation or enhancement of the natural beauty of the park. Policy 8 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan seeks to protect the special qualities of the National Park, including amongst other things, the pattern and diversity of the landscape being protected and enhanced. Policy 15 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan states that development that adversely affects the qualities and special character of the National Park will not be permitted. Policy 33 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan requires small scale renewable energy schemes to not have any over-riding environmental and amenity considerations. The proposal by reason of its scale and prominent location which comprises skyline development when looking inland from key views from the coast, will have an adverse visual impact. As such, the proposal would significantly detract from the special qualities of the National Park at the Marloes Peninsula. The proposal is therefore considered contrary to both national and local policies and detrimental to the special qualities of the National Park.

	(f)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0346

	
	APPLICANT:
	Ms Heulwen Davies

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Erection of one free standing small scale wind turbine

	
	LOCATION:
	Norchard Farm, The Ridgeway, Manorbier, Tenby


The Planning Officer explained that this was the last of the three applications for wind turbines in the Manorbier Community Council area and was a full application for a small scale 5kw Evance R9000 wind turbine, to provide a renewable energy source for Norchard Farm.  The application had been brought before the Committee as the view of neighbouring Penally Community Council conflicted with the officer’s view that the proposed wind turbine did not cause any significant detrimental impact upon the special landscape character of the National Park, both in isolation and when taking into account the nearby proposals of Thornhill and Shipping Hill Farm being considered by the Committee that day (minutes 8(a) and 8(b) refer).  The proposal raised no other planning concerns, subject to the placing of appropriate conditions on any approval given.  As such the application was considered to comply with the relevant policies of the LDP and was recommended for approval.

The Planning Officer reminded the Committee that due to the proximity of the three applications, the Landscape Visual Impact Assessment for all three applications had been conducted on the same day to enable the assessment of potential cumulative impact to be carried out more effectively. This assessment comprised a desk based study to map the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), the siting of a JCB Tractor on the site location (the slope being too steep for the cherry picker to be safely erected), and the officer visiting selected viewpoints within the surrounding landscape area (informed by the ZTV) to assess the visual impact against the criteria of the LDP Policy and the Authority’s Renewable Energy Supplementary Planning Guidance. At the meeting, photographs showing views into and out of the site from a variety of viewpoints were displayed.

Ms Heulwen Davies addressed the Committee.  She stated that the points she had made on the earlier applications remained relevant, and she added that considerable care had been taken in the proposed siting of this turbine to ensure that it did not detract from the historic property.   It had been located two fields away and would be visible only from a rear window as the main aspect of the house was south facing.  Installation of a turbine would have a major effect in decreasing the household’s carbon footprint.
One Member questioned the distance of the turbine from the Ridgeway and was advised that it was two fields down and, as could be seen from the photographs, the land sloped quite steeply.
DECISION: That the application be approved subject to standard conditions relating to time, accordance with plans and submitted information, the removal of the turbine from the site should the turbine fail to produce energy in a running 12 month period, the agreement of a method statement for pollution prevention measures and hedgerow/tree protection and the submission of MoD required details.

	(g)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0353

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr Wayne Vaughan

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Proposed rear extension and front porch

	
	LOCATION:
	13, The Glebe, Tenby


Planning permission was sought for a single storey rear extension and a front porch on the above mentioned dwelling.  The extension would create an enlarged living room and allow some internal changes to room use, while the porch would allow a lobby area outside the existing front door.  While the proposed front porch was considered by officers to be acceptable, the extension was considered to be out of scale with the host property and would have an overbearing and un-neighbourly impact, detrimental to the amenity of the semi-detached neighbouring property.  Therefore the application was considered to be unacceptable due to the size, siting and design of the proposed rear extension and was recommended for refusal.

One Member argued that the existing property would not win any awards, and he did not consider that the proposal would have any detrimental impact on the neighbouring property, while there would be considerable benefits to the applicants in terms of additional space.  However other Members disagreed, believing that the rear extension was too big and would have a negative impact, although it was agreed that the principle of an extension was acceptable.

DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:

1. The proposed single storey rear extension by reason of its size, siting and design would cause significant visual intrusion and be of a scale incompatible with its surroundings leading to a development which is unneighbourly and overbearing detrimental to the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers of 15 The Glebe.  As such the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy 15 (criteria ‘a’ and ‘b’) and Policy 30 (criteria ‘b’ and ‘d’) of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Pak Local Development Plan (September 2010).

[Mrs M Thomas disclosed an interest in the following application and withdrew from the meeting while it was being considered]

	(h)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0360

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr C Evans and Ms C Wallace

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Raising roof and erection of flat roof dormer window

	
	LOCATION:
	67 Croft Road, Broad Haven, Haverfordwest


The application sought planning permission to raise the roof level and insert a flat roof dormer along the west facing roof plane of an existing bungalow.  While there was a disparate range of property type and form in the vicinity, officers considered that the proposal, by reason of its scale, form and detailed design, represented an inappropriate extension that failed to respect the character of the host dwelling and immediate street scene.  Accordingly, and contrary to the views of The Havens Community Council, the application was recommended for refusal.  The officer noted that a similar application had been dismissed at appeal.
The applicant, Mr Carl Evans, then addressed the Committee.  He stated that the bungalow was detached and was located at the end of a cul-de-sac on a large modern estate which officers acknowledged contained buildings of a disparate design.  He noted that a similar style of dormer proposed had recently been approved on 47 Croft Road and was common in that part of Broad Haven, with some houses in the vicinity having dormers to both front and rear elevations.  The pre-planning advice that he received was to submit a plan for a flat roofed dormer, and he did not consider that the proposals for his property would have any greater negative impact than the one recently approved nearby.  He did not believe that the property was particularly prominent as it was not visible from the road and there were no dwellings to the South.  He did not believe that raising the roof of the property by 800mm would lead to an unbalanced view of the estate or that the group of properties would look incongruous if they did not to ascend gradually along the street frontage.  Mr Evans noted that planning permission had been granted at 5 Sandyke Road to raise the roof to twice the height.  He concluded by saying that they were a local family and simply needed more bedroom space, but could not afford a bigger property and did not want to lose their safe garden space.  However if necessary they were prepared to reduce the size of the dormer.

Some Members had some sympathy with the application, considering that if was difficult to refuse this application when similar applications had been approved.  However most Members, while not objecting to raising the roof of the property by 800mm, did not like the proposed design of the dormer windows and asked that the applicant come back with a more sympathetic design.  They also considered that having refused a previous similar application, and that decision having been upheld at appeal, the application needed to be refused for the sake of consistency.

DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:

1. The proposal, by reason of its scale, mass, siting and detailed design, would be detrimental to the form, balance and appearance of the host dwelling and would cause significant visual intrusion to the immediate street scene. As such, the proposal is contrary to policies 29 and 30 of the Adopted Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (September 2010).

	(i)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0365

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr T Williams

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Use of land as storage compound for building materials and equipment and siting of storage container

	
	LOCATION:
	Cwarre Yr Angland, Feidr Felin, Newport


It was reported that this retrospective application proposed the retention of a builder’s storage yard located outside the settlement of Newport.  The site lay outside the development limits within an historic landscape setting and adjoining the Newport Conservation Area.  The application had been submitted in an attempt to retain the same development which was subject to an Enforcement Notice served by the Authority in April 2009.  It also followed a refusal of planning permission by the Authority under delegated powers in December 2011 (NP/11/432) for the same development.  Officers considered that the use of the site as a yard for the storage of various paraphernalia, including tractors, trailers, containers and waste, to be a wholly inappropriate use which adversely impacted upon surrounding visual amenity as well as the landscape value of the National Park and Conservation Area.  It was therefore recommended for refusal.

It was reported at the meeting that since the report had been printed a letter had been received supporting the officer recommendation.  It stated that part of a garden wall had been damaged by a heavy vehicle and this showed that the roads in the area were unsuitable for habitual use by large vehicles.

There were three speakers on the application, the first of whom was Ms Vicky Moller.  She said she spoke on behalf the community of Cilgwyn in saying that Mr Williams was highly valued for the good service he delivered to the community of which he was a part and helped to sustain.  Without his yard, she did not believe he would survive as a builder.  She noted that many people were prone to untidiness but that the yard had now been tidied up.  Ms Moller considered that a quarry use was one of light industrial use and therefore the use of the land for storage did not constitute a change in planning terms, and that in any case the land could be used for very little else.  She concluded by saying that she hoped the community and the Authority could work together to ensure the best result.

Town Councillor Mike Phillips then addressed the Committee.  Speaking first on behalf of Newport Town Council he reported that they had decided that the present use of the site had little visual impact (he noted that as a matter of public record, a passer by would not see most of the views shown in the photographs displayed) and that they wished to support a local business providing local employment.  The business was seen locally as important and the Council had also noted that the Highway Authority saw no barrier to the development.

Town Councillor Phillips then went on to give his personal view that he believed the photographs to be disingenuous and that the present use seemed sensible as a use for a former quarry.  He believed that as long as the equipment was contained as it was now, there would be no serious visual impact.  He noted that this view was also shared by Cadw and Dyfed Archaeological Trust.  Referring to the container on the site, he felt that it would be invisible if it were painted appropriately.

The final speaker was Mr Rheinallt Evans, the agent.  Mr Evans had asked to make his presentation in Welsh, however the equipment hired by the Authority failed to work and he therefore agreed to speak in English.  He said that he had known his client well for many years and that the site had been used as a yard for over 50 years, having been used by the applicant’s father.  He stated that the report gave incorrect information in this respect.  Mr Evans drew attention to the report of the Highway Officer, Mr Steve Benger which he said was unequivocal in its support for the development.  He circulated photographs of the site since it had been tidied up and asked Members to judge for themselves whether there was any visual intrusion.  Mr Evans noted that officers could have sought screening for the site or imposed other conditions, but that refusing permission for continued use of the site would deny a small contractor his livelihood.

Members sought clarification over the assertion that the site had been in use for over 50 years.  The Director of Park Direction and Planning advised that officers did not take the view that there had been continuous use of the site, and that in any case the applicant had not chosen to apply for a certificate of lawfulness.  The Committee had to consider the application that was before them.

The first Member to speak agreed with the speakers, believing that this was a good use for what was a small quarry.  He noted it was a secluded spot and did not believe that the current use caused any visual intrusion.  The proposed use was small scale and not dissimilar to the storage that occurred on many farms.   He also drew attention to the objective in the Authority’s Improvement Plan to deliver opportunities for local people to live within the National Park and support a thriving economy based on its sustainable use.  He moved that the application be approved and this was seconded.

Another Member noted that there were many other quarries with similar uses in the area and this use did not have a significant impact and would not damage the special qualities of the National Park.  However the Authority had a statutory duty to support its social and economic well being.  He believed that the site had been used for many years and he considered the Authority had no right to take that use away.

Other Members considered that the case was finely balanced and that under the Sandford Principle, the Authority was bound to protect the environment.  It was also pointed out that permission had been refused on the site in 2011 and that the Authority needed to be consistent in the decisions it made.

An amendment was proposed for approval with conditions which it was suggested could include retention of the hedge, landscaping and keeping the site in a clean and tidy condition.  

One Member also asked whether it was possible to tie the permission to the applicant or to make it temporary for 10 years.  The Solicitor advised that planning policy recognised that there were            limited and exceptional circumstances when granting            a personal planning                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              permission could be considered, but that this was not one of them.  Also as the applicant had not applied for temporary permission this could not be considered as an option.  He also advised that environmental permits for the site were the jurisdiction of other bodies and were not the function of the planning authority

Other suggestions were materials for the gates, lighting and times of use as well as height and weight restrictions.  

DECISION: That the application be approved subject to conditions which were delegated to the Director of Park Direction and Planning in consultation with the Chairman of the Committee, Councillor B Kilmister and Councillor P Harries.

As the application had been approved contrary to the officer recommendation, Members gave the following reasons for approval: 

· planning history of quarry/storage use;

· the economic and social wellbeing of the local community; and

· the                      visual intrusion was trivial and would          not damage the special qualities of the National Park. 

9.
Appeals



The Director of Park Direction and Planning reported on 7 appeals (against planning decisions made by the Authority) that were currently lodged with the Welsh Government, and detailed which stage of the appeal process had been reached to date in every case.  



One Member commended officers of the report, and noted that sound planning reasons were needed for going against the officer recommendation.


NOTED.

10.
Delegated applications/notifications
50 applications/notifications had been dealt with since the last meeting under the delegated powers scheme that had been adopted by the Committee, the details of which were reported for Members’ information.  Of the 50, it was reported that 4 applications had been refused, 1 cancelled,1 withdrawn and one Scoping Option had been issued.  

One Member asked whether the Building Conservation Officer had been consulted on application NP/12/0309 at Manor House Farm, Llanrhian.  The Director agreed to find out and let the Member know.

NOTED.


_____________________________________________________________________
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