DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

17th July 2013
Present:
Mrs G Hayward (Chair)

Mr A Archer, Councillor JA Brinsden, Councillor P Harries, Councillor S Hudson, Councillor L Jenkins, Councillor R Kilmister, Councillor RM Lewis, Councillor PJ Morgan, Councillor R Owens, Councillor D Rees, Mr  EA Sangster, Mrs M Thomas and Councillor M Williams.
(NPA Offices, Llanion Park, Pembroke Dock: 10.00a.m. – 12.15p.m.)

1.
Apologies

Apologies for absence were received from Mr D Ellis, Ms C Gwyther, Councillor M James and Councillor A Lee.
2.
Chairman’s Announcements
The Chairman welcomed Councillor S Hudson to his first meeting of the Committee.  She also noted that this would be Councillor JA Brinsden’s last meeting with the Authority and she wished to thank him, on behalf of the Committee for his valuable contributions.
3.
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(d)below
NP/13/0209 67 Croft Road, Broad Haven

	Mrs M Thomas
	Withdrew from the meeting while the application was discussed


4.
Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on the 19th June 2013 were presented for confirmation and signature.

It was RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on the 19th June 2013 be confirmed and signed.

NOTED.
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.  In accordance with the decision of the National Park Authority of 7th December 2011, speakers would have 5 minutes to speak.  It was noted that as the Committee had been unable to undertake a site visit to St Catherines Island for safety reasons, it had been agreed that the applicant would produce a video taken on the Island to assist Members.  The applicant would therefore be allowed 15 minutes in which to show the video and address the Committee.  In the interests of equity, the objector on this application would also be given 15 minutes to speak (the interested parties are listed below against their respective application(s), and in the order in which they addressed the Committee):

	Reference number
	Proposal
	Speaker



	NP/13/0071
Minute 8(a) refers

	Change of use of fort to visitor attraction with gift, food & drink retail.  Change of use of generator house to ticket & retail facility; restore/replace railings; install two cranes; install two boat landings; construction of private/security residence; construct toilet & pumping facilities; install cliff nature walk; install signage; install path lighting; install operational lighting; replace fort entrance bridge; install services; repair stairs and install new; install CCTV – St Catherines Island & fort, Castle Beach, Tenby

	Mr Douglas Frazer, Objector
Mr Peter Prosser, Applicant

	NP/13/0195
Minute 8(b) refers

	Erection of Artists Studio, lean-to storage shed and regularise use of land as additional garden area, Blaenafon, Newport

	Mr Chris Kimpton, Agent

	NP/13/0203
Minute 8(c)
refers

	Single and two storey side and rear extensions, with first floor balcony to the side and rear – Cotlwyd, Mill Lane, Newport

	Mr Mike Matthews, Architect

	NP/13/0209
Minute 8(d) 

Refers

	Alterations and Extension by alteration of the southern half of the roof only, to increase pitch and raise ridge and provide two dormers to east slope and 1 dormer to west slope – 67 Croft Road, Broad Haven
	Mr John Thirkettle, Objector
Mr Carl Evans, Applicant


6.
Planning Applications received since the last meeting


The Head of Development Management 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 55 applications were, therefore, reported for information and Members were informed that 24 were deemed to be invalid.
Members remained concerned about the number of invalid applications, having expected the numbers to reduce as applicants/agents became more familiar with the requirements of the system.  Officers replied that it was a continuing problem, however guidance was available on the Planning Portal and dialogue continued with applicants and agents.

NOTED
7.
Members’ Duties in Determining Applications


The Solicitor’s report summarised the role of the Committee within the planning system and stated that planning decisions had to be made in accordance with statutory provisions and the adopted Local Development Plan unless material considerations indicated otherwise.  It stressed that non-material considerations had to be disregarded when taking planning decisions and stated that personal circumstances were only very rarely material to planning decisions.  Provided members applied the Planning Acts lawfully and in a fair and impartial manner they would also comply with the Authority’s duties under the Human Rights Act 1998 insofar as it applies to planning decisions. It was also important that Members applied the guidance contained in the Authority’s Planning Code of Good Practice while carrying out their statutory duties. 


NOTED 
8.
Report of Planning Applications
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/13/0017

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr P Prosser

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Change of use of fort to visitor attraction with gift, food & drink retail.  Change of use of generator house to ticket & retail facility; restore/replace railings; install two cranes; install two boat landings; construction of private/security residence; construct toilet & pumping facilities; install cliff nature walk; install signage; install path lighting; install operational lighting; replace fort entrance bridge; install services; repair stairs and install new; install CCTV

	
	LOCATION:
	St Catherine’s Island & Fort, Castle Beach, Tenby


It was reported that this full application proposed a number of works to allow St Catherine’s Island to become a tourist attraction.  The Victorian fort to the western half of the Island was a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) and a Grade II* Listed Building.  The generator house to the western end of the island was also listed Grade II*.  Listed building consent for alterations to the generator building had been approved by the Committee at its meeting in May 2013.
The current application sought full planning permission for leisure, gift, food and retail uses together with other works.  While the principle of a visitor attraction had been accepted, officers had concerns over the details of the application.  These were set out in the report and could be summarised as submission of ambiguous, insufficient and contradictory information that meant that the impact of the proposal on the special qualities of the National Park, the Tenby Conservation Area, the SAM, the listed buildings, the settings of nearby listed buildings, and on national and internally important habitats and protected species could not be ascertained.  In addition the scheme proposed a new dwelling in the open countryside that had not been robustly justified in terms of its essential need for the use of the site, plus excessive lighting that was considered harmful to the special qualities of the National Park.  The proposed new dwelling, roof-top shops and solar panels on the fort were also considered harmful to the special qualities of the National Park.  The application was therefore recommended for refusal.
It was reported at the meeting that a response had been received from the Authority’s Development Plans Section which had stated that there was insufficient information to judge the impact of the proposal on Tenby’s retail function.  The officer also apologised for a number of typing errors in her report – page 1 stated that there were three suggested reasons for refusal when there were in fact four; there were a number of references to roof-top shops, including in the final reason for refusal, which should have read roof-top café; and solar panels were referred to as extensions, also in the final reason for refusal.

Members were then reminded that as they had been unable to undertake a site visit to St Catherines Island for safety reasons, it had been agreed that the applicant would produce a video taken on the Island to assist them.  They agreed it would be helpful to view the applicant’s video prior to hearing either of the speakers.  In it, the applicant explained that he wanted to allow visitors to come to see the seals and the fabulous building which was very interesting and would provide great places for coffee.  However both the island and fort were derelict and the latter was in a poor state of repair, and it was currently too dangerous for people to get there due to missing handrails and a dangerous bridge.  The video took the Committee on a tour of the island and the fort identifying the locations of the different elements of the proposals and outlining some of the plans for the activities which could take place.  These included underwater cameras and hydrophones as well as a telescope to see the surface of the sun and the stars and galaxies.
Mr Frazer then addressed the Committee, speaking on behalf of the Lexden Terrace Conservation Group and others who lived in Tenby and who were worried about the proposals.  He considered that the application was both misleading and incomplete as the bridge to the island from the mainland, referred to in the supporting information, did not form part of the application.  He referred to this as a scar which was not shown on any of the drawings.  He believed that the application was vague and woolly containing little in the way of hard facts of costs or commercial viability implications for Tenby.  Mr Frazer considered that St Catherines Island provided one of the iconic views of Tenby, and without it the town would be just another seaside resort.  The movement of supplies over the Castle Beach would also have an effect on what he stated was the 7th most popular beach in Wales and he asked whether Tenby could afford to lose such a beach.  The island was also a mini nature reserve which would also be lost if it were developed.
Turning to the effect on the residents, Mr Frazer accepted that living at the seaside inevitably resulted in noise from revellers and holiday makers into the small hours of the morning.  However the proposed opening hours of 8am to 12pm would take this to a new level, being very audible from houses nearby, and if visitors left at midnight, it was likely that staff would not leave the island before 2am or 3am.  There would therefore be no peace for residents and a loss of amenity that could lead to permanent residents being driven away resulting in more flats and second homes.  This could also lead to more houses becoming run down and shabby as residents with the commitment and means to keep the standards needed left.  He stated that they were not “nimby’s” but were concerned about Tenby and its future.  They were not opposed to opening up the island to visitors, but they did not think that food and drink outlets, lighting and additional structures were necessary.  Neither were they opposed to high volume tourist attractions, but did not think these should be in a location that was ecologically and environmentally sensitive.  Mr Frazer noted the suggestion that many of the objections could be dealt with by condition, however he argued that these could be set aside and the Committee would find it difficult to say no to such a request in future.  He believed that if this application was approved, it would change the area for ever and lead to the destruction of Tenby as we now know it.
Mr Prosser, the applicant, then spoke.  He agreed that many of Mr Frazer’s points were valid, and that there would be a trade-off, however he wanted to work with his neighbours.  He believed that development of the island was a great opportunity – it had been derelict for 25 years and he wanted to bring it back into the public realm, for family’s to enjoy.  He said it was a visitor attraction already, and he wanted to allow everyone to visit it.  He said he had worked with Cadw, CCW, archaeologists and planners, and was prepared to undertake more work if necessary.  He wished to point out a number of inaccuracies in the report: the application for hotel use was to allow those stargazing on the island to stay over, and he envisaged providing camp beds for groups such as the scouts to sleep on; he circulated a letter from Cadw which he said supported the application; the bridge had not been included within application as there were still some archaeological issues to be resolved; the BREEAM assessment which officers said was missing was included within the planning report; finally turning to the lighting plan, which he also circulated, this showed that ankle high lighting was proposed, with lampposts hidden behind buildings and rocks.  Operational lighting would only be in use when boats were landing.  He considered that the fort itself should be lit as it was a national monument within Tenby and should be seen.  He stated that he was happy for lighting to be conditioned.
Members sought clarification regarding apparently contradictory comments from Cadw on the application.  Officers replied that while Cadw had stated in their letter that they supported bringing the scheduled ancient monument back into use in principle, they required additional information in order to determine the scheduled ancient monument consent application.  These comments could not therefore be regarded as unqualified support.
Whilst acknowledging the usefulness of the video, Members expressed regret that they had not been able to visit the island, with one Member saying that he would be willing to sign a waiver agreement in order to do so.  The Chairman asked whether it would be allowable to waive safety rights, contrary to Health and Safety advice, and the Solicitor replied that this would be difficult for the Authority to do.

Congratulating the Planning Officer on a comprehensive report, Members supported the principle of development of the island, and that the building should be brought back into use, however they agreed that there was insufficient information to determine whether the application before them represented the best use.  One Member, however considered that the proposal would lead to the creation of a worthwhile attraction and supported the application.
Another Member, alarmed by the state of what had been a fantastic building, urged officers to contact Cadw to ask them to take legal action against the owners.  The Solicitor replied that he had looked into the legislation and had found that while there were measures Cadw could take, it was not a criminal offence to allow a Scheduled Ancient Monument containing a building to fall into disrepair.
DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons: 
1. Policies 8, 11 and 15 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan seek to protect the special qualities of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park, and require the protection of the historic environment, and the protection of protected species and habitats.  Planning Policy Wales (Chapter 10) and Policies 49 and 50 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan seek to protect and enhance the vitality, viability and diversity of existing shopping centres.  The application has been supported with contradictory, ambiguous and insufficient detail to enable a comprehensive assessment to be made of the impact of the proposed works.  The proposal is therefore considered contrary to these policies, potentially harmful to the vitality and viability of Tenby’s retail function, and detrimental to the protected species and habitats present, the protected and special archaeological, architectural and historic interest of the Island and the fort, as a Scheduled Ancient Monument and Listed Buildings in the Tenby Conservation Area, and therefore the special qualities of the National Park.
2. Policies 8 and 9 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan seek to protect the remoteness and tranquility of the National Park, and proposals that are likely to result in a significant level of lighting will only be permitted where the lighting proposed relates to its purpose, and where there is not an adverse effect on the character of the area, the amenity of local residents, and the visibility of the night sky.  The proposal includes extensive lighting proposals that have not been satisfactory justified in terms of need, and the amount, location, and level of lighting would have a harmful impact on the protected species and habitats present, the protected special archaeological, architectural and historic interest of the Island and the fort, as a Scheduled Ancient Monument and Listed Building, the Tenby Conservation Area and therefore the special qualities of the National Park.  The proposal is therefore contrary to adopted development plan policy.

3. TAN 6 - Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities states that one of the few circumstances in which isolated residential development in the open countryside may be justified is when accommodation is required to enable rural enterprise workers to live at or close to their place of work.  New dwellings on new enterprises need to completely prove the case for a new dwelling, including whether any other existing accommodation, including potential conversions, is available as an alternative.  Policy 7 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan states that housing outside the identified Centres will only be permitted where it is essential for farming or forestry needs.  The new dwelling has not been supported with any justification pursuant to the requirements of TAN 6 and is therefore contrary to national and local development plan policy.

4. Policies 8 and 15 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan seek to protect the special qualities of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park, and requires the protection of the historic environment.  Policy 33 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan supports the provision of renewable energy, subject to there being no over-riding environment and amenity considerations. The application has proposed additions (i.e. the solar panels, the roof-top cafes and associated/stores and sheds) and a new dwelling which by view of their location, size, design, have a harmful impact on the protected and special archaeological architectural and historic interest of the Island and the Fort as a Scheduled Ancient Monument and Listed Building, the Tenby Conservation Area, and therefore the special qualities of the National Park.  The proposal is therefore contrary to adopted development plan policy.
	(b)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/13/0195

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mrs Lorna Tresidder

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Erection of Artists Studio, lean-to storage shed and regularise use of land as additional garden area

	
	LOCATION:
	Blaenafon, Mill Lane, Newport


This application was the third proposal seeking planning permission to construct an artist’s studio on land at Blaenafon, Mill Lane, Newport, the previous two having been refused and one dismissed at appeal.  The current application sought permission for a detached artist’s studio on land to the south of the dwellinghouse outside the defined curtilage of the property.  Officers considered that the proposed change of use of land to residential curtilage represented unjustified development in open countryside, while the proposed building itself was considered to be overlarge for a domestic curtilage structure in an historic landscape.  Accordingly the application was recommended for refusal, contrary to the view of Newport Town Council, who did not believe that extending the curtilage would cause a problem or that the building would appear obtrusive and conditions could be applied to control any area of concern.
The applicant’s agent, Mr Chris Kimpton, then addressed the Committee, explaining that the applicant was a book illustrator and artist and had insufficient space within the cottage to work.  He considered that there were two main issues, firstly that of the curtilage and he contended that there was some evidence to suggest that the land could be described as curtilage as it had contained containers for storage (now removed), an oil tank and a base on which a garage could be built.  Turning to the proposed design for the studio, Mr Kimpton considered that what was proposed was better than that which had been refused in November 2012, being lower and containing design features to ensure it was in-keeping with the local landscape such as external finishes and shutters on the doors and windows which when in use would suggest the appearance of a barn.  In its current location, it was screened from the east and sat below the footpath in a dip in the landscape.  There was no impact on neighbouring properties and no adverse consultations from either statutory undertakers or members of the public.  A condition could be imposed to ensure it was used only as an artist’s studio and permitted development rights removed to ensure no other buildings were constructed within the curtilage.  He concluded by asking Members to defer the application and visit the site.

Although some did not think it would be a problem to extend the curtilage of Blaenafon to include the location of the proposed studio, several Members were concerned about its height.  The Head of Development Management clarified that being 1m higher than the adjacent cottage, the studio was not subservient to it in scale, height, massing or form, however she also advised that the Inspector when considering the previous appeal had been very clear that there was no evidence of a change of use of the land from agricultural to residential, and the building could not be supported under the policy regarding buildings in the countryside.  

Members also asked whether the trees which currently screened the proposed location of the studio were within the applicant’s ownership, being concerned that they could be removed to provide additional light.  Officers advised that they were within the applicant’s control, however their retention could be conditioned and consideration could also be given to imposing a Tree Preservation Order on them for their amenity value.  However she also made the point that it was important that the design of the studio was acceptable, rather than needing to be screened.
DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:
1 The proposed artist’s studio, by reason of its location outside the curtilage of Blaenafon would result in a change of use from agricultural land to residential garden that would represent unjustified development within the open countryside and excessive domestic intrusion into the rural landscape that would detract from the character of the open countryside and neither conserve nor enhance the natural beauty of the National Park; contrary to Policies 1, 7, 8 and 15 of Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (Adopted: September 2010).

2. The proposed artist’s studio, by virtue of its scale, massing, height and appearance would result in development that would be out of keeping with the host dwelling and surrounding historic landscape area and would fail to protect the special qualities of the National Park. As such the proposal is considered contrary to policies 8 and 15(a)(b)(d) of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (September 2010).
	(c)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/13/0203

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr Damian Capps

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Single and two storey side and rear extensions, with first floor balcony to the side and rear

	
	LOCATION:
	Cotlwyd, Mill Lane, Newport


It was reported that Cotlwyd was a detached traditional property located in a prominent and isolated position within the historic landscape of Mynydd Carningli.  Although unsympathetically extended with a number of flat roof extensions, these did allow the original cottage to be read as such.  

Planning permission was sought to raise the roof of the original cottage by 1m and insert 2 pitched roof dormers within the front elevation and a central pitched roof dormer to the rear elevation to replace the existing flat roof extension; retain the existing flat roof extensions to either side and the rear of the cottage to provide a roof terrace enclosed by a glass balustrade; and demolish the existing flat roof extension that projects out at the rear and replace it with an extension, of similar depth but larger footprint, with an independent gable roof.

Officers considered that the proposal to raise the roof of the cottage in combination with an extension to the rear that would have a separate gable roof connected by the existing flat roof extensions would be unacceptable both to the character and size of the host dwelling and the special qualities of the National Park and the Historic Landscape.   Accordingly the application was recommended for refusal, contrary to the view of Newport Town Council, who considered the design to be satisfactory, but who suggested a number of conditions to cover minor details.
Mr Mike Matthews, the architect, then addressed the Committee.  He said that there did not appear to be an objection to the principal of alteration and extension of the property, noting that the reasons for refusal related to visual appearance.  However he felt that the proposals would enhance the property overall as the Town Council had indicated.  Taking first officers’ concerns regarding raising the roof of the property, Mr Matthews pointed out that this had not caused objection when pre-application advice was sought, and he did not see any substantial difference to what was now proposed.  He considered that the existing extensions disguised the existing form, rather than allowing it to be read, and that raising the roof would emphasise the plan form of the original dwelling.  In addition the proposed dormers echoed the local vernacular in terms of dormers in the Newport area.  Noting that the officers’ report stated that the existing flat roofs were unsympathetic, this situation was to be improved by replacing one of them.  He also noted that the glass in the balcony was intended to be clear, not black.  
Turning to the second reason for refusal, which stated that there was a lack of integration of the extension due to the pitched roof, Mr Matthews noted that this was less than ¼ by volume and in keeping by pitch and materials to the existing.  He considered that another flat roof would add to the sprawl and that what was proposed finished and contained the building to create an integrated whole, preferable to what was existing.  He also noted that the report stated that the site was removed from neighbouring properties and believed that the pitched roofs would be virtually invisible.  He concluded by asking Members if they could justify refusing the application which he believed would provide an integrated dwelling in keeping with local vernacular and which would harmonise and enhance the character of the National Park to a much greater extent than the existing agglomeration.  He believed that the dwelling would be a well-designed asset to Newport, and urged Members to visit the site if they were in any doubt.
Some Members stated that they did not disagree with the proposed increase in height of the roof and the dormer windows, however they considered the extension to be incongruous and not in keeping with the cottage or its setting.  Other Members, however, felt that the design was a question of taste and, agreeing that the existing cottage was not aesthetically pleasing, felt that the proposals represented an improvement on what was existing, and wished to approve the application.  However it was also noted by other Members that an application should not be approved because it was better than what existed at present, and that a more sympathetic design was needed.
A vote was then taken on the amendment to approve the application, and this was lost 5 votes to 8.  A vote was then taken on the substantive motion to refuse the application and this was carried 8 votes to 5.
One Member then asked whether the reason for refusal relating to the increase in height of the roof would be included on the decision notice, and was advised by the Head of Development Management that the application had been determined on the basis of the recommendation before them.  However she noted that Members’ comments in relation to the increased height would be taken into account in any future discussions on the property. 

DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:
1. The proposed increase in height of the roof, by reason of its height and relationship with adjoining flat roof extensions, would be out of keeping with the host dwelling and surrounding area; and fails to protect the special qualities of the National Park and Historic Landscape. As such the proposal is considered contrary to policies 8 (a)(c)(d), 15(a)(b)(d)(e), 29(a) of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (Adopted: September 2010).

2. The proposed rear extension by reason of its size and pitched roof fails to adequately integrate with the main dwelling and appears as an incongruous addition to the property out of keeping with the host dwelling and surrounding area; and fails to protect the special qualities of the National Park and Historic Landscape. As such the proposal is considered contrary to policies 8 (a)(c)(d), 15(a)(b)(d)(e), 29(a) of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (Adopted: September 2010).
[Mrs M Thomas disclosed an interest in the following application and withdrew from the room while it was considered.]
	(d)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/13/0209

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Ms Carl & Claire Evans & Wallace

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Alterations and extension by alteration of the southern half of the roof only, to increase pitch and raise ridge and provide two dormers to east slope and 1 dormer to west slope

	
	LOCATION:
	67 Croft Road, Broad Haven, Haverfordwest


Members were reminded that planning permission had been sought on two previous occasions to extend the above mentioned property by raising the entire roof of the property and installing long flat roof dormer windows.  The applications had been refused as the proposed scale, form and detailed design represented an inappropriate extension that failed to respect the character of the host dwelling and immediate street scene.  An appeal against one of the refusals had also been dismissed.

The current application sought permission to raise only part of the roof level, and to insert two small dormer windows to the east and a pitch roof dormer on the west facing plane.  Objections had been received from the Havens Community Council and from neighbouring properties, which raised concerns in respect of the design, impact on physical and visual amenity, overlooking, loss of view and concern at the creation of a precedent.  It was reported at the meeting that a further letter had been received which raised concern at the building line of the proposal and the disturbance that would be caused during construction.
The property was set within a densely developed, relatively modern residential estate which had a mix of housing of varying height and design, thus officers considered that a modest extension of part of the dwelling would not dominate the overall character of the property and would not be out of keeping in the wider setting.  There was considered to be sufficient separation between the application site and properties to the east and west of the dwelling to maintain adequate privacy and amenity, and the extension lay to the south and away from the boundary with the neighbour to the north.  The proposal would modernise the overall appearance and demonstrate an individual design approach, without having a significant adverse impact on the character of the property or the existing amenity and privacy to neighbouring properties.  As such officers advised that they would support the proposal subject to conditions, which could include those relating to access, parking and storage of materials during construction.
The first of two speakers to address the Committee was Mr John Thirkettle who spoke also on behalf of a neighbour.  He overlooked the application and had raised objections that the proposals would have an adverse effect on the environment.  In summary, he stated that the bungalows were set low in the landscape, with those at a lower level being of modest height giving way to two storey dwellings through gently rising roof heights.  Mr Thirkettle disagreed that the extension was modest, considering that it would dramatically alter the roof line by dominating the property in a radical way, leading to an incongruous appearance.  He did not understand why previous applications had not been acceptable, and this one was recommended for approval despite it being more dominant and with twice the ridge height.  He concluded by saying that he hoped his objections would be considered and a more pleasing outcome achieved.
Mr Carl Evans, the applicant, then spoke.  He said that the property formed part of a large estate of properties of disparate design.  Having had previous applications refused, he had taken on board Members’ comments and had taken the advice of officers of the Authority.  They had suggested that the roof of the property be raised at its southern end as it was adjacent to an area of open space and would have a better relationship to nearby properties.  Unfortunately this design was not supported by the Community Council.  He noted that there were many 2 and 1.5 storey properties nearby on the estate and that there was nothing that precluded different designs.  The objections had all been addressed in the officer’s report, and with regard to a precedent being set by raising the roof, permission had been given two years previously to raise the roof on a house in Sandyke Road.  He believed that the objectors’ real concern was for the loss of their view.  He added that if concerns regarding disturbance during construction were reasonable, there would never be any construction.
Some Members recalled the previous application, and noted that the applicants had done what the Committee had asked of them.
DECISION: That the application be approved, subject to conditions relating to time, accordance with submitted plans and conditions recommended by statutory consultees.  Informatives to include Coal Standing Advice.
[Councillor R Lewis tendered his apologies and left the meeting at this juncture]

	(e)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/13/0222

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mrs Thomas

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Conservatory extension to rear of dwelling

	
	LOCATION:
	St Meryl, Serpentine Road, Tenby


It was reported that the above-mentioned application had been withdrawn.
NOTED.
9.
Appeals


The Head of Development Management reported on 8 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.  She then proceeded to report on the appeal decisions that were included with her report.  Members’ attention was drawn to the award of costs against the Authority on the application at Fferm Ffynnonddofn, Newport and the officer reported that the level of costs, which would reflect the professional time taken to argue that element of the case, had yet to be agreed.  
Members noted that financial considerations had been relevant in two cases where appeals had been lost, and asked whether this element needed to be looked at more carefully in future.  The Head of Development Management replied that in the case of Ffynnonddofn, costings were only made available at the hearing and were not available to the Committee when it had made its decision; with regard to Penpant, there had been a change in the policy position regarding succession of a business and consideration of costings for these types of succession dwellings would need to be carefully considered.  In the case of Dan-y-Garn, the Head of Development Management reported that the decision raised some policy issues and she would be writing to the Planning Inspectorate for clarification on the conclusions in this appeal.

NOTED.
10.
Delegated applications/notifications
42 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 42, it was reported that 6 applications had been refused, 1 cancelled and 3 withdrawn.  
One Member asked why NP/13/0258 was listed as ‘cancelled’, when it had been shown in the report of applications received since publication of the last agenda (minute 6 refers) as ‘determined’.  The Head of Development Management explained that it had been determined that conservation area consent was not needed and thus the application had been cancelled.

NOTED.


_____________________________________________________________________
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