DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

19th December 2012
Present:
Mrs G Hayward (Chair)

Mr A Archer, Councillor JA Brinsden,  Mr D Ellis, Councillor P Harries, Councillor M James, Councillor L Jenkins, Councillor R Kilmister, Councillor A Lee, Councillor RM Lewis, Councillor PJ Morgan, Councillor R Owens, Councillor D Rees and Councillor M Williams.
1.
Apologies

Apologies were received from Ms C Gwyther, Mr EA Sangster, Mrs M Thomas and Councillor A Wilcox.
2.
Announcements
The Chairman of the Authority, Councillor JA Brinsden, announced that sadly the wife of former Councillor Leslie Raymond had died last week.  Condolences would be sent on behalf of the Authority.
3.
Disclosures of interest

The Monitoring Officer informed the Committee that the Standards Committee had the previous day granted Members of Pembrokeshire County Council dispensation to speak on matters relating to Pembrokeshire County Council, however this did not affect their need to disclose other matters under the code, for example relating to predetermination.
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



	Minute 8(d)below
NP/12/0448 Two-storey rear extension with dormer window, pitched roof, dormer window to rear of existing building and alterations providing for timber hardwood doors and windows and natural slate roof, 1 & 2 Rock Terrace, Little Haven

	Councillor P Morgan
	Withdrew from the meeting while the application was discussed


4.
Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on the 21st November 2012 were presented for confirmation and signature.

It was RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on the 21st November 2012 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.  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 after the 1st January 2012 would have 5 minutes to speak:

	Reference number
	Proposal
	Speaker



	NP/12/0412
Minute 8(b) refers

	Renovation of existing former farm workers (dwelling) cottage to create a rural enterprise workers dwelling – Penpant, Nine Wells, Solva

	Ms Heidi Gray, St Davids City Council
Mr Chris Kimpton, Agent

	NP/12/0426
Minute 8(c) refers

	Erection of an Endurance wind turbine – 25m to the hub and 34m to the top of blade – Brawdy Farm, Brawdy

	Mr P Gwyther, Applicant

	NP/12/0477
Minute 8(e)
refers

	Construction of dormer cottage – Plot 1 Off Blockett Lane, Little Haven
	Mr A Vaughan-Harries, Agent

	NP/12/0527
Minute 8(h) 

refers

	Proposed improvements and reconfiguration of existing car park to include new vehicle exit, relocation of the entrance to the adjacent overflow car park, new bus shelter, 2 No. pay and display machines, interpretation panels and relocation of coastal path marker, new oak benches and relocation of bicycle rails, new planting areas and improved access to existing café and shop – PCNP Car Park, Poppit
	Mr A Muskett, 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 36 applications were, therefore, reported for information and Members were informed that 13 were deemed to be invalid.  They noted that this was approximately 30% which seemed to be an improvement on previous months’ figures.  The Head of Development Management said that she was preparing a report on the reasons for invalid applications, and this would be brought to a future meeting of the Authority.
One Member questioned why NP/12/0565 appeared to be for an identical development to that approved under NP/12/0472.  The Head of Development Management said that she believed that the current application was an amendment to the previously granted permission to regularise works which had been started on site.
 NOTED
7.
Members’ Duties in Determining Applications
The Solicitor drew attention to his report reminding Members of their duties in considering the applications before them for determination.

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/12/0449

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr C Noott

	
	PROPOSAL:
	To lift the occupancy restriction to enable the disposal/sale of units 1, 3 and 4 in Block One

	
	LOCATION:
	Newport Golf Club, Newport


Members were reminded that this application had been reported to the November meeting of the Development Management Committee when it was resolved to approve the modification the existing planning obligation by agreement entered into under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 subject to a variation to the agreement being negotiated that required any monies arising from the sale of the flats to be re-invested into the golf course and club.  Officers considered that such a modification would be a significant departure from the adopted Local Development Plan and as such had instigated a ‘cooling off’ period of one month, in accordance with the Authority’s agreed protocol on departure applications, prior to a final decision being made.  
There was no requirement to refer the modification to the Welsh Government and  the application was now brought back to the Committee for a final decision.  
However officers remained of the opinion that the modification sought was contrary to the Development Plan and again recommended refusal.
The Head of Development Management said at the meeting that she was aware that Members had received a letter from the applicant and had noted the content, however she wished to clarify that she had not been questioning the applicant’s integrity but wishing to ensure that decisions were made in line with formal procedures and policy.

A number of Members stated they had not changed their opinion, and approval of the modification requested was moved and seconded.  One Member asked how the Authority would ensure that the capital raised would be re-invested in the Golf Club, and the Head of Development Management replied that the Solicitor would be working with the Authority and the applicant to agree a revised S106 Agreement setting out a package of works to be undertaken.  A further report would be made to the Committee in due course setting out what agreement had been reached.
Other Members reiterated their objection to the modification of the agreement on the basis that a dangerous precedent would be set by allowing accommodation in the Countryside.
The Solicitor invited the  Members,  if they remained  minded to grant approval, to consider a resolution in the following terms which would enable the existing planning obligation to be re-negotiated with the applicant:

(i) 
The existing obligation continues to serve a useful purpose of controlling residential use in the open countryside.

(ii)
The Committee is nevertheless minded to agree to the modification of the obligation to allow the disposal by way of lease for residential use of Flats 1, 3 and 4 Dormy House subject to being assured that the proceeds will be applied to the further development of the facilities of the Newport Golf Club.

(iii)
Accordingly, to instruct officers:

a)
to enter into discussions with the applicants regarding the exact terms of modification of the existing obligations in the light of the views expressed by the Committee;

b)
to consider whether any other provisions of the obligation can now be discharged as having been fulfilled

(iv)
Officers are asked to report the results of the discussions back to the Committee.
Those who had proposed and seconded approval of the application declared themselves happy with the proposed wording and moved and seconded the wording. 
A recoded vote was taken on this revised motion with the following result:

For: Mr D Ellis, Councillor P Harries, Councillor M James, Councillor R Kilmister, Councillor A Lee, Councillor RM Lewis, Councillor P Morgan, Councillor R Owens

Against: Mr A Archer, Councillor JA Brinsden, Councillor L Jenkins, Councillor D Rees, Councillor M Williams

Members confirmed that the reasons for agreeing the modification remained unchanged from those given at the previous meeting of the Committee namely: compliance with Policy 1 of the Local Development Plan that there would be no negative impact as this was an existing development.  It therefore followed that the Authority had a duty to promote the social and economic wellbeing of the area.  Members also considered that while the agreement continued to serve a useful purpose, it would serve that purpose equally well if it had effect subject to the modifications approved.
DECISION: 
(i) 
The existing obligation continued to serve a useful purpose of controlling residential use in the open countryside.

(ii)
The Committee was nevertheless minded to agree to the modification of the obligation to allow the disposal by way of lease for residential use of Flats 1, 3 and 4 Dormy House subject to being assured that the proceeds would be applied to the further development of the facilities of the Newport Golf Club.

(iii)
Accordingly, officers were instructed:

a)
to enter into discussions with the applicants regarding the exact terms of modification of the existing obligations in the light of the views expressed by the Committee;

b)
to consider whether any other provisions of the obligation could now be discharged as having been fulfilled

(iv)
The results of the discussions should be reported back to the Committee.

	(b)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0412

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Mrs A Malein

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Renovation of existing former farm workers (dwelling) cottage to create a rural enterprise workers dwelling

	
	LOCATION:
	Penpant, Nine Wells, Haverfordwest


This application proposed the conversion of an existing farm building into a rural enterprise workers dwelling and transfer of the management of the farm to the applicant’s daughter, which would encourage a younger person to manage the business in accordance with the principles of National Policy.  
However, Planning Policy Wales and Technical Advice Note (TAN) 6 set out  tests which should  be satisfied in order to establish a genuine need for a new dwelling in the open countryside and these were considered in detail in the report.  Figures provided by the applicant showed that the profits of the business had declined significantly since 2008 and this was material to the consideration of the application.  The Authority’s Agricultural Advisor had stated that the granting of planning consent for an additional dwelling in this instance could be premature as there was a significant risk that the business could continue to decline in future years.
In view of the lack of a clear justification that the business was profitable and would grow into the future upon grant of planning permission, officers advised that there was conflict with TAN 6 as the business was not financially sound and although the change in management may help the business, there was no clear prospect that it would work and succeed.

Concerns had also been raised by the Agricultural Advisor in respect of the functional need for a person to live on the farm in view of the small scale nature of this arable farming business.  Full consideration had not been given by the applicant to the implementation of onsite security in order to avoid the need for a new additional dwelling on the site.  Officers had advised the applicant that in order to justify a need for a new dwelling at the site, it would be prudent to seek a temporary planning permission for a mobile home.  This would allow the transfer of the business to take place and also allow the business to expand over the coming years to produce evidence of larger profits which were needed to justify a new second dwelling in the open countryside.
Accordingly the scheme as submitted failed to meet the tests set out in national policy and guidance and therefore failed to comply with Policy 7 of the adopted Local Development Plan.  As such the application was recommended for refusal.

The first of two speakers on this application was Ms Heidi Gray on behalf of St Davids City Council.  She circulated some photographs of the cottage as it had previously existed.  She stated that the City Council considered the development to be unusual as the application was not to convert the farm building to a holiday let, but to return it to a rural dwelling as part of a local farm, the purpose for which it had originally been built.  Granting permission for its conversion would therefore be a conservation measure in its own right.  
The City Council believed that the family could sustain the farm into the future, and with so many traditional farms being lost, any development which reversed that trend should be supported.  With regard to temporary accommodation, the Council had resolved to support the application as submitted.  
Ms Gray then read out the Council’s resolution: “to reiterate the Council’s full support for this application on the grounds that granting planning permission to reuse the building as it was originally intended to be used i.e. a farm worker’s dwelling would not only allow the current famers to be succeeded by their daughter, a genuine instance of succession farming that the Council fully supports, but would also ensure the employment of local residents and as such would sustain the economic and social well being of the local community.”  
Ms Gray went on to say that the applicants had had applications refused on a number of occasions previously and any further delay was unreasonable – the decision should not be deferred yet again.  She concluded by saying that the Council supported the application and felt strongly that farming needed to be supported as much as possible.
Mr Chris Kimpton, the agent, then addressed the Committee.  He stated that the main issues related to the financial soundness of the business and the need for someone to live on site.  Mr & Mrs Malein had farmed for 40 years, and the business had been profitable for 38 of these.  Income had declined since 2008, however they were now beyond retirement age and wanted to pass the business on to their daughter, Erika.  He had advised them to transfer management of the business to her in accordance with TAN 6 and said that Mr and Mrs Malein were at a loss to understand why officers didn’t think this transfer would lead to an increase in prosperity, particularly when land would be brought back into use.  They considered there was a need for her to live on site to counter theft, control irrigation and pests, respond to changing weather conditions in the propagation tunnels and to collect money left at the farm shop which operated 24 hours per day.  With regard to the suggestion that Erika live in Solva or St Davids it was noted that the cost of renovating the dwelling was half that of purchasing a house elsewhere.  Also a caravan would provide substandard accommodation and would be detrimental to the National Park.  They considered that the capital was better invested in the farm and that the cost of CCTV and irrigation systems was too great.  Turning briefly to the proposed design of the dwelling, it would not be detrimental to the visual amenity of the surroundings or the conservation of the National Park, and there were no Highway objections.  Acceptable mitigation could be provided for bats.  He concluded by saying this was a genuine case of succession farming in a long standing business.
This case was accepted by some Members who wished to encourage such a small business.  They clarified a number of points with officers and where these could not be answered, these were put to the agent.  One Member noted that agricultural profitability could be cyclical, depending on the need to purchase equipment, etc.  The business had made a profit, but not a living wage.  The Head of Development Management replied that she believed that a living wage was probably between £10k and £12k.  Profits were therefore half that amount.  Proof was therefore needed that a second dwelling was merited and this could be done via a temporary solution.  She stressed that justification for exceptions to policy were necessary.
Other Members objected to the application on design grounds and considered that a temporary permission for a mobile home was the best way forward; and agreed that the financial criteria had not been satisfied and that previous planning history had shown no justification for a dwelling on any other grounds.  
The recommendation for refusal was proposed and seconded.
DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:
1. The application fails to conclusively demonstrate that the enterprise is financially sound and has a clear prospect of remaining so into the future in order to ensure economical sustainability and justify a second dwelling at Pen Pant Farm. As such the proposal has not been demonstrated as being essential to farming and is contrary to Policy 7 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (Adopted September 2010) and paragraph 4.4.1 (c) and Section 4.10 of Technical Advice Note 6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities (July 2010).


2. The application fails to show that all alternative housing and other management approaches have been considered which might avoid the need for the creation of an additional dwelling. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy 7 of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Development Plan (Adopted September 2010) and advice provided in Welsh Government Practice Guidance  – Rural Enterprise Dwellings (December 2011) paragraph 6.10 and Technical Advice Note 6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities (July 2010).
	(c)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0426

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr Peter Gwyther

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Erection of an Endurance wind turbine – 25m to the hub and 34m to the top of blade

	
	LOCATION:
	Brawdy Farm, Brawdy, Haverfordwest


It was reported that this application was for a medium scale wind turbine to provide a renewable energy source for Brawdy Farm, an agricultural holding.  Although officers considered the proposal acceptable in all other planning considerations, insufficient information had been submitted to enable the Authority to fully assess the potential impact upon the existing landscape character and biodiversity levels of the site and surrounding area.  Furthermore, an initial desktop assessment had raised serious concerns in relation to the visual impact of the proposed turbine, which the application had failed to address.  The proposal was considered to conflict with LDP policies, in addition to the advice set out in the Renewable Energy SPG for siting medium scale turbines within the relevant Landscape Character Area.  The application was therefore recommended for refusal, however it had generated a considerable amount of public support and for this reason it was brought before the Committee for decision.
It was reported at the meeting that since writing the report, a response had been received from the Highway Authority raising no objection.  A more complete landscape/visual impact assessment had also been received, and although this meant that the first reason for refusal had been addressed and could now be omitted, the second reason, namely that the proposed turbine was considered to cause an unacceptable detrimental impact upon the landscape character of the area, remained.
Councillor JA Brinsden sought the advice of the Monitoring Officer as he realised that the applicant was known to him through a motorcycle association that they had both been involved with in the past.  The Monitoring Officer advised that he didn’t believe the public would perceive his interest such that he should be excluded from voting on the application.  
The Monitoring Officer also asked the Planning Officer to explain the key for the ZTV (Zone of Theoretical Visibility) map which had been shown, as he believed this would help Members in their deliberation, which he did.
Mr Peter Gwyther, the applicant, then addressed the Committee.  He explained that he was an arable farmer and he also dried and stored grain for his neighbours.  There was a significant cost to this and he was therefore seeking permission to erect a turbine next to the grain drying and storage facility to make use of the wind energy.  The Authority’s policy and SPG on Renewable Energy stated that small scale proposals would be considered favourably and that medium scale turbines also had potential and he stated that the 55kw turbine applied for was only just over the 50kw threshold which was considered as small.  The turbine would allow the grain to be milled when the wind blew, and cool air to be blown through the grain at other times.  Some methane was also produced by an anaerobic digester on the site and erection of a turbine would allow the grain to be dried without the use of electricity.  In considering the impact of the turbine on the environment, Mr Gwyther considered the views to be distant and unobtrusive, partly hidden by the grain store and seen against the backdrop of Brawdy; his neighbours supported the application.  The slower rotor speed would mean there would be little impact on amenity and would not distract the eye from the landscape.  He concluded by reminding the Committee that the public response meant that they supported his attempt to make a contribution to combating climate change.
A number of Members spoke against the application, noting:

- the turbine, which would be 110 feet high, would sit on a flat plateau of land 100m above sea level.  
-Tourists would see it against the background of Carn Llidi and Penberi and it was argued that there would be a considerable loss of amenity value in the view towards St Davids in what was a cherished landscape. 
- the cumulative impact of turbines that had already been approved which were having  the effect of turning Pembrokeshire into a semi-industrialised area. 
The application was moved for refusal and this was seconded.
DECISION: That the application be refused for the following reasons:
3. Insufficient information has been submitted in order for the Authority to properly assess the potential impacts upon the existing levels of biodiversity of the site and surrounding area. 

4. On the basis of the information available, the proposed turbine, by virtue of its scale and siting on an exposed, elevated site, where it would represent skyline development and would be visible from many public vantage points, is considered to cause an unacceptable detrimental impact upon the existing landscape character of the Brandy Brook and St Brides Bay area, in addition to areas within the Pembrokeshire County Council to the North and East. The proposal is therefore contrary to Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Development Plan (adopted September, 2010), Policy 1 National Park Purposes and Duty (a and b); Policy 8 Special Qualities (a and c); Policy 15 Conservation of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park (a, b and d); Policy 29 Sustainable Design (a), Policy 30 Amenity (b and d); and Policy 33 Renewable Energy.
Councillors JA Brinsden, D Rees and R Lewis abstained from voting on the above application.
The Committee was then adjourned for 5 minutes.
[Councillor P Morgan disclosed an interest in the following application and withdrew from the room while it was being considered]
	(d)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0448

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr P Morgan

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Two-storey rear extension with dormer window, pitched roof, dormer window to rear of existing building and alterations providing for timber hardwood doors and windows and natural slate roof

	
	LOCATION:
	1 & 2 Rock Terrace, Little Haven, Haverfordwest


This application proposed the erection of a rear two-storey extension on numbers 1 and 2 Rock Cottages within Little Haven Conservation Area.  The extension, although large in external appearance, was traditionally detailed and would sit comfortably within the confines of the plot such that it would have no adverse harm upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  The works would allow internal updating of the property as well as an opportunity to replace all existing plastic windows with wooden windows to fit the character of the site surroundings.  By virtue of the close proximity of adjoining occupiers to the rear boundary of the site and the proposal for a raised walking area, it was considered reasonable to require the provision of a privacy screen in order to prevent impact upon the amenities of others by reason of overlooking.  Therefore subject to suitable conditions, the scheme was considered to be acceptable and met the aims of policies of the Local Development Plan. 
It was stated that the application was being reported to the Development Management Committee for consideration as the applicant was a Member of the National Park Authority.

One Member considered the scale of the extension on this traditional building to be acceptable and was happy to move approval of the application due particularly to the replacement of the plastic windows.  He hoped that the extension would either be clad in recycled stone from the demolished building or lime washed.  Officers replied that the finishes of the building would be conditioned to require samples to be agreed by officers.
DECISION: That the application be approved subject to conditions relating to standard time limit, samples, highway conditions and the provision of a privacy screen.
	(e)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0477

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Mrs K & R Holmes

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Construction of dormer Cottage

	
	LOCATION:
	Plot 1, Off Blockett Lane, Little Haven, Haverfordwest


This was the first of four applications before the Committee that day for single dwellings off Blockett Lane, Little Haven.  It lay in the open countryside and formed part of a larger site, part of which had already been developed, that was originally designated as an Environmental Improvement Area under the Local Plan.  Officers considered that the proposal would be harmful to the special qualities of the National Park due to the proposed new access into the site and also that it failed to provide affordable housing dwellings on site in accordance with Policy 45.  The application was therefore recommended for refusal.  The application had been referred to the Committee for consideration because the support of The Havens Community Council was contrary to that recommendation.
It was reported at the meeting that two additional objections had been received reiterating points already made by previous objectors.  
The Solicitor also clarified that the decision that day had to be taken on the basis of land use planning reasons and the pattern of landownership of  the application site and the other adjacent application sites was not a material consideration.
Mr A Vaughan-Harries, the agent, then addressed the Committee.  He reminded Members of the history of the site – that 25 years ago it had been a mass of ugly turkey sheds which were becoming an eyesore and that in 2001 it had been designated as environmental improvement area with money granted by the then Welsh Development Agency to clear and restore it.  Two houses had already been built elsewhere on the site, and this was one of four applications before the Committee, all of which were recommended for refusal.  
Mr Vaughan-Harries explained that his client had bought the site in 2008 with outline permission for 3 dwellings, the affordable housing policy not being in place at that time.  The principle of redevelopment of the site had therefore been established and the current four applications were by four different owners with payment of a financial contribution as per the Authority’s policy.  
With regard to the issue of multiple accesses, the existing access was considered to be deficient and there were problems with ownership.  It therefore made better economic sense to block up the existing access and to create a new one.  Traditional vernacular dwellings, cut in low, were proposed, with individual gated entrances.  It was considered that the design was sensitive and enhanced the street scene and the National Park in a way that others in the area did not.  Loss of what had been called an historic hedge had been discussed with Dyfed Archaeology and they had raised no objection.  Mr Vaughan-Harries considered the hedge to be of limited value and that the new accesses were needed for highway safety.  He urged Members not to refuse the application, but to go and look at it.
A number of Members agreed that a site visit would be helpful.  Officers did point out that the fundamental policy issue with regard to the provision of affordable housing on site would not be addressed by visiting the site.
A proposal to defer the application for a site visit was moved and seconded.

DECISION: That the application be deferred for one month to allow the Committee to carry out a Site Inspection.
	(f)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0478

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Mrs N Davies

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Construction of Dormer Cottage

	
	LOCATION:
	Plot 2, Off Blockett Lane, Little Haven, Haverfordwest


As a decision had already been taken to visit Plot 1 of the site at Blockett Lane (application NP/12/0477, minute (e) refers), it was agreed that this application also be deferred to allow all the sites to be inspected. 

DECISION: That the application be deferred for one month to allow the Committee to carry out a Site Inspection.
	(g)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0479

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Mrs T Thomas

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Construction of dwelling and detached garage

	
	LOCATION:
	Plot 3, Blockett Lane, Little Haven, Haverfordwest


As a decision had already been taken to visit Plot 1 of the site at Blockett Lane (application NP/12/0477, minute (e) refers), it was agreed that this application also be deferred to allow all the sites to be inspected. 

DECISION: That the application be deferred for one month to allow the Committee to carry out a Site Inspection.
	(h)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0480

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr & Mrs G Hutton

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Construction of single dwelling

	
	LOCATION:
	Plot 4, Blockett Lane, Little Haven, Haverfordwest


As a decision had already been taken to visit Plot 1 of the site at Blockett Lane (application NP/12/0477, minute (e) refers), it was agreed that this application also be deferred to allow all the sites to be inspected. 

DECISION: That the application be deferred for one month to allow the Committee to carry out a Site Inspection.
	(i)
	REFERENCE:
	NP/12/0527

	
	APPLICANT:
	Mr A Muskett

	
	PROPOSAL:
	Proposed improvements and reconfiguration of existing car park to include new vehicle exit, relocation of the entrance to the adjacent overflow car park, new bus shelter, 2 No. pay and display machines, interpretation panels and relocation of coastal path marker, new oak benches and relocation of bicycle rails, new planting areas and improved access to existing café and shop

	
	LOCATION:
	Poppit Sands Car Park


This application was being reported to the Development Management Committee for consideration as the applicant was the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority.
The application sought permission to carry out various works at the Authority’s Poppit Sands Car Park as part of the Green Sea (Beach Improvement) Programme funded under the West Wales and The Valleys Convergence ERDF Programme 2007-2013.  The proposed works would result in improved and enhanced facilities for visitors to the extremely popular Poppit Sands by providing safer vehicular access and egress, clearly laid out parking bays and better access to the existing café/shop.  Officers considered the proposal to be acceptable having regard to the relevant policies and all other material consideration and it was recommended for approval subject to conditions.
Due to the funding arrangements, it was important that the proposal was considered at the earliest opportunity.  At the time of the meeting, the statutory period for consultation had not ended and it was therefore recommended that the decision be delegated to the Director of Park Direction and Planning/Head of Development Management to issue permission following the end of this period unless further representations/consultation responses were received in the intervening period that were contrary to the recommendation and which could not be dealt with by way of condition.  In particular comments were yet to be received from the Highway Authority.
A letter had also been received from St Dogmaels Community Council raising a number of issues and this was circulated to Members prior to the meeting.  Officers noted that all these issues would be addressed.
Mr Andrew Muskett then addressed the Committee as applicant.  He explained that the Car Park at Poppit Sands had been highlighted as being in need of improvement under the Green Seas Programme as it had a high maintenance surface and poor entrance and exit arrangements.  An open consultation event had been held and positive responses received from the Community Council, the café proprietor, the RNLI and the car park attendant; it was hoped that the scheme would address all the current issues.  In development of the project, a high standard had been a priority as the site was not just another car park but the gateway to the National Park; the work would aid traffic flow and improve safety.  A new interpretation area would be provided to highlight walks and the local area in consultation with the St Dogmaels Footpath Group and the area around the café would be enhanced.  Future provision would be made for pay and display machines and new planting to soften the area.  It was hoped that all work would be completed by Easter.
At the request of a Member, officers clarified that no work was proposed to the café building itself, only the surrounding area.  He hoped that the site would remain low key and undeveloped.  A question was raised about the surface of the car park, with one Member favouring a blocked surface.  Mr Muskett replied that due to the poor sub-base, blocks would move, and tarmac was the most low maintenance alternative.  In response, it was stated that only a narrow strip around the car park would be tarmaced comprising areas subject to heavy traffic, with the remainder having a soft gravel finish.  Another Member questioned the small number of disabled parking spaces, and asked whether the Access Officer at Pembrokeshire County Council had been consulted.  He also expressed disappointment that no lighting was proposed as this made it difficult for those with impaired movement at dusk and also encouraged anti-social behaviour.   Other Members agreed that any lighting should be low-level in nature.  Officers replied that no response had yet been received from Pembrokeshire County Council who would address the issue of the number of disabled spaces.  Conditions could also be applied to cover issues of lighting and surface finishes.
DECISION: That power be delegated to the Chief Executive/Director or Park Direction and Planning/Head of Development Management to grant planning permission for this development subject to appropriate conditions and subject to no valid planning objections (which cannot be overcome by conditions) being received from consultees.
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.  




NOTED.
10.
Delegated applications/notifications
46 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 46, it was reported that 5 applications had been refused, 1 cancelled and 5 withdrawn.  
One Member asked what was meant by ‘Cancelled’ and the Head of Development Management replied that she was not familiar with the particular application, but it probably referred to an application that was invalid and the application had been returned as the required information was not forthcoming.
NOTED.

11.
Seasons Greetings

The Chairman concluded the meeting by wishing everyone a Happy Christmas.
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