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Dear Sir



LOCAL PLAN - REPORT ON OBJECTIONS



1.	I submit herewith my report into duly made objections to the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Plan.  A public inquiry into objections to the Deposit Draft plan was held between 18 March and 9 May 1997 and, in addition to those objections presented at inquiry, others have been pursued by written representations. In my report, I have set out my recommendations as to the action which the Council should take in respect of all the duly made objections, including objections to proposed changes which the Authority has asked me to consider.



2.	The plan is the first statutory local plan for the whole of the National Park area.  A consultation draft was approved on 20 June 1994, the consultation period ending on 31 October of that year.  The plan was then reviewed in the light of the comments received, and the resulting Deposit Draft made available for public comments and objections for a 7 week period ending on 19 February 1996.  The plan had been given a Certificate of General Conformity with the Dyfed Structure Plan by Dyfed County Council on 7 November 1995.  Following local government reorganisation in Wales, the Secretary of State for Wales gave his agreement on 21 June 1996 to work on the plan being carried forward.  In the light of comments received on the Deposit Draft, Proposed Changes were put forward in September 1996, and made available for public consultation.  On 3 December 1996, I held a Pre-Inquiry Meeting at the Pembrokeshire National Health Trust Conference Centre at Withybush, Haverfordwest, which was also the venue for most of the inquiry sessions.  The inquiry met on 19 sitting days, in addition to which 15 days were devoted to site visits (accompanied and unaccompanied), both during and after the inquiry.



3.	In response to public consultation on the Deposit Draft plan, 759 objections were received of which 119 were subsequently withdrawn.  As a result of public consultation on the proposed changes (ie PC1-PC257) 54 objections were conditionally withdrawn, but 97 counter-objections were received.  This left 737 objections to be considered.  Further changes (PC258-328) were proposed in a report to the Policy Committee of the National Park Authority in February 1997, and other changes (PC329-391) were proposed subsequently, up to the close of the inquiry.  I have taken due account in my report of all 391 proposed changes but the Authority will wish to bear in mind that only those changes numbered up to 257 (inclusive) were subject to public consultation before the inquiry closed.



4.	I have set out in the introduction to my report some general observations regarding the plan, and a summary of the main modifications that I have recommended.  It is appropriate to mention here two matters that go to the heart of the plan, and where I have not recommended major modifications.  The first is related to settlement patterns and the second to housing land allocation.



5.	The view was expressed by some objectors that a more dispersed pattern of settlement was appropriate, at least in the northern part of the park, where a less nucleated pattern of settlement was said to have historic antecedents.  A more extreme view was that no policy distinction should be made between settlements and countryside.  I have not found these views convincing, since I regard them as clearly being at odds with national land use planning policy, and the Structure Plan.  I have recommended that the plan should draw a clearer distinction in policy terms between settlements and countryside, and that this distinction should form the basis of development control policies.  For that reason, I have recommended deletion of Policies HNP4 ("Land on the Settlement Fringe") and Policy LNP2 ("Coastal Zone"), which blurred that clear distinction.  I have recommended two new policies NP2 and NP3, dealing respectively with development in countryside and within settlements, the distinction to be generally defined by the development boundaries (to apply to all development, not just residential) identified on the inset maps.



6.	Housing numbers and housing sites were, of course, major issues in terms of the number of objections that they attracted.  The plan allocates land for 269 new dwellings although, to set that in context, it must be borne in mind that existing commitments total 591 units, and that it is estimated that further land exists for 179 dwellings.  The way that existing commitments are treated in Pembrokeshire is unusual, in that the number of commitments at the end of the plan period is to be the same as that at the beginning : ie the commitments are simply carried forward through this plan period, and into the next.  The principle of treating commitments in this way is to be found in supplementary planning guidance, and does not appear to derive from specific provisions in the Structure Plan.  However, given the relative magnitude of the existing commitments, an unreal picture results if this factor is simply left out of account when considering new allocations, and I have not approached the matter on that basis.  In general, for the reasons given in my report, I consider the proposed level of new housing allocations to be appropriate, and I have resisted an increase based on past completion rates.



7.	As to specific housing sites, I should mention here Newport, Solva and St Davids.  I recommend the deletion of the NT1 housing site at Newport, even if no replacement sites can be identified, and reliance has to be placed on an HNP8 `exceptions' site.  I do not sustain the objections to the allocated site at Solva, but I do recommend that, in view of the site's history, there should be no requirement for prior re-location of the sports pitches.  As to St Davids, I do not think it can now be denied that the two allocated sites are too small, and that it is very uncertain when, or even if, they can come forward for development in the plan period.  The NPA has identified another potential site on Glasfryn Lane but, since this does not appear in either the plan or the Proposed Changes, it is inappropriate for me to make any specific recommendation.  I have, however, recommended a small site on the east side of the city for housing purposes.



8.	Finally, I wish to express my thanks to your staff for their co-operation in ensuring the efficient running of the inquiry, and particularly to the Programme Officer, Alan Scott, without whose wealth of experience all of us would have found the task much harder.



Yours faithfully









PETER MACDONALD   MSc RIBA MRTPI

Inspector

�FOREWORD



1.	This is a report into duly made objections to the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Plan Deposit Draft, and to counter-objections to the Proposed Changes Nos 1-257 (changes 258-391 not having been the subject of public consultation before the inquiry).  It should be clearly understood that my remit was to consider only those matters to which objections had been raised.  Where no objections were raised to a matter, then it did not fall to be considered by me.  However, where a policy to which there is an objection has a direct "knock on" effect on one to which there is no objection, I have indicated a possible course of action for the NPA to consider.  No inference should be drawn from the fact that I have not commented on parts of the plan not affected by objections.  In particular, silence should not be taken to imply consent or agreement on my part.



2.	The report generally follows the order of the plan itself, considering the policy chapters in the order in which they appear in the plan.  The settlement statements are considered in alphabetic order of place name, and not as grouped in Part 2 of the plan, since that order is proposed to be changed.  In considering objections, I have had regard to the extent to which they would be met by Proposed Changes, whether these had been advertised or not.  However, it should be emphasised that Proposed Changes do not alter the plan itself at this stage, and that it is objections into the Deposit Draft plan which I am primarily considering.  Even if a Proposed Change is acceptable to an objector, it is still my task to consider it objectively and, if I find it deficient in some respect, to say so.  In reporting, I have used the "short form", ie I have only summarised the objections briefly, and I have not set out the cases for the parties at any length.  When recommending modifications to policies, I have tried to put forward a specific recommended wording, except in a few instances where the NPA first needs to clarify its own intentions and/or the policy is so impenetrably obscure that I could not make head nor tail of it.



3.	A real attempt has been made to make the layout, style and presentation of the plan attractive, and accessible to the non-specialist.  The extent to which this has succeeded is shown by the public response from residents of the area, which the NPA must doubtless find very gratifying.  Use of the adopted plan would, however, be very much facilitated by a system of paragraph numbering of the text, without which reference to specific items of text is made much more difficult.  The NPA should consider introducing paragraph numbering in the final version of the plan.



4.	In recommending modifications, I have been careful not to increase the number of policies in the plan, which is already rather high.  I have indicated some cases where two or more policies could be combined, with a consequent gain in both brevity and clarity.  The NPA may also wish to carry out some judicious culling of its own, in respect of both policies and text.  In particular, it is not always easy to see what some of the text has to do with the policy to which it is supposed to provide the reasoned justification.  I commend the recent publication by the Planning Officers Society "Better Local Plans - A Guide to Writing Effective Policies", which the NPA will, no doubt, wish to take into consideration when proposing modifications to the plan.



5.	In Part 2 of the plan, it would be helpful if there was greater clarity about what are specific policies, and what are comments in respect of the application of general policies to specific settlements.  This is largely a matter of typology (eg consistent use of bold lettering) and consistency of numbering (eg use of settlement - specific designations, such as SF = Saundersfoot) in policy designations.



6.	A number of objectors have expressed concerns about apparent lack of flexibility in the wording of policies, and sought the addition of qualifying words such as "normally".  Such concerns could be overcome if it was explained early in the plan that S54A of the Act says that development should be in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Thus there is always an inherent flexibility in any policy, however Draconian the wording, and the particular circumstances of any case need to be taken into account.  The reference on page 3 under "National Planning Framework" to S54A could be expanded accordingly (the NPA will wish to consider the wording of this section of text in the light of current planning policy guidance: in particular, it should be noted that the phrase "presumption in favour of development" does not appear in paragraph 7 and 8 of the May 1996 version of "Planning Guidance (Wales): Planning Policy", where the presumption is stated to be in favour of development proposals which are in accordance with the plan).



7.	It could also be stated that the plan is to be read as a whole and that, whilst the text to certain policies contains cross-references to other policies, it is still necessary to consider all relevant policies in respect of any particular proposal for development.



8.	Finally, I should mention some of the particular characteristics of the National Park, which I have had to bear constantly in mind in considering the objections.  In addition to being the smallest of the National Parks (at 240 sq mls / 620 sq km), it is also the most densely populated (some 23,000 people live here).  It takes the form of a narrow coastal strip (except for the Preseli Hills), some 200 mls / 318 km long, which means that the average width of the National Park is less than 2 km, or just over a mile.  This makes it wholly artificial as a planning unit, impossible to divorce from its immediate setting.  In addition, there have been considerable housing pressures from inward migration, including demand for holiday homes and second homes.  I am not aware that any clear policy statement has ever been made of how national policy in respect of National Parks is to be applied in these unique circumstances.  I am aware, however, of the view of some objectors that the application of planning policy in the past has not always made a sufficiently clear distinction between land within the National Park, and the rest of the county.  To the extent that I have seen some basis for that view, I have sought to strengthen the basic policy, NP1, to give greater primacy to the statutory purposes of designation, and I have resisted an approach to housing allocation numbers that starts from a mathematical exercise based on comparing existing population levels within and outwith the National Park.



9.	I append a list of the main modifications which I have recommended.





�MAIN MODIFICATIONS RECOMMENDED



POLICIES



GENERAL



1.	Policy NP1 "Development in the National Park" should be reworded to give greater prominence to the statutory purposes of National Park designation.



2.	A new chapter headed "General Development Policies" should be created with 11 policies in it.



3.	Lydstep should be re-designated a Minor Development Settlement.



HOUSING



4.	Policy HNP4 "Land on the Settlement Fringe" should be deleted.  Development control should be based on a straightforward division between "countryside" and "settlement", and two new policies created accordingly.  "Residential development limits" should be re-titled "development limits", and apply to all development not just housing.



5.	Policy HNP5 "Ribboning" should be reworded for greater clarity.



6.	Policy HNP6 should be retitled "New Dwellings in the Countryside" to better describe its contents.  The accompanying text should be strengthened, eg by referring to retrospective application of an agricultural occupancy condition to an existing dwelling where a second dwelling is permitted.



7.	The intention behind Policy HNP10 "Subdivision/HMO's" should be clarified, and the policy re-drafted.



8.	The reasoned justification to Policy HNP11 "Residential Caravans" should refer to considering residential caravans for holiday park wardens as an exception to policy.



9.	A policy on gipsy sites should be included.



EMPLOYMENT



10.	Shopping policy ENP3 "Commercial Core Areas" should be amended as proposed, to distinguish Tenby from other shopping centres.



11.	The three business policies ENP4, 5 and 6 should be re-ordered, and ENP6 "Business Accommodation in the Open Countryside" should be reworded for greater precision.

�AGRICULTURE



12.	Policy ANP5 "Conversion of Modern Farm Buildings" should be reworded.  The reference to applying the same criteria to military buildings should be deleted, and a separate policy created, if thought necessary.



PUBLIC SERVICES/UTILITIES



13.	Policy UNP6 "Telecommunications Development" should be re-drafted to be criteria-based, and more positive in tone.



ROADS AND TRANSPORTATION



14.	Policy TNP7 "Road Improvement Schemes" should be reworded to include in the policy criteria at present in the text and to give greater prominence to considering the effect on pedestrians when assessing road schemes.



LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION



15.	Policy LNP2 "Coastal Zone" is now unnecessary in the light of my recommendations in Point 4) above, and should be deleted.



16.	Policy LNP6 "New Planting and Landscaping" does not need to be a separate policy, and should be subsumed within Policy LNP1.



17.	Archaeological policies LNP8, LNP11 and LNP12 should be re-ordered, and reworded to better reflect national policy.  Consideration should be given to identifying non-scheduled sites of national importance, and other sites of more than local importance.



NATURE CONSERVATION



18.	Policy NNP2 "Sites Protected by International and National Designations, and Species Protected by Statute" should be redrafted as in the Proposed Changes, but without the second paragraph, which relates to action to be taken by the Secretary of State rather than the Authority.  Some factual errors in the text should be corrected.  The protection given to possible SAC's by the policy is too stringent.



19.	Policy NNP4 "Habitat Creation and Management for Nature Conservation Interests" is not a policy at all, and should be deleted.  Policy NNP5 should be deleted, and the material transferred to the text.



BUILDING CONSERVATION



20.	Policy BNP1 "Conservation Areas" should be reworded as text, with some further minor modifications and the deletion of the third paragraph of the policy in its entirety.



21.	A new policy should be created, dealing with development proposals affecting listed buildings or their setting.  Policies are also advisable specifically covering demolition of listed buildings, and unlisted buildings in Conservation Areas, since Policy BNP3 (to which there are no objections) is not entirely clear.



22.	Policy BNP2 "Development in Conservation Areas" should be strengthened.



23.	Policy BNP6 "Change of Use of Land or Buildings" should be relocated to the new "General Development Policies" chapter.  Consequential changes to BNP7 are advisable.



24.	Policy BNP9 "Conversions of Buildings of Traditional Construction" should deal only with "design" matters (possibly including BNP11 and 14 as well).  Consideration should be given to whether new "planning" policies are also required, dealing with locational criteria.



25.	The text to Policy BNP10 "Rebuilding of Ruins" suggests an unusually stringent approach to this matter, and should be modified.



RECREATION



26.	In the text to Policy RNP4, the intended use in development control of the supplementary planning guidance on golf courses in the countryside, prepared by the former Dyfed County Council, should be clearly set out.



27.	Policy RNP7 "Moorings and Berths" should be reworded to make it clear that it is the effect on the countryside of shore-based facilities which the policy is seeking to control.



28.	The proposed changes to Policy RNP10 "Public Rights of Way" should be made.



TOURISM



29.	Policy VNP1 "Small scale development of New-Build Holiday Accommodation Within Settlements" should be re-worded, to deal with all holiday accommodation in settlements.  Since the approach to new-build accommodation is more stringent than that of the Structure Plan, the text should justify it.  The NPA should also consider whether there is a need for a policy in respect of conversions for holiday accommodation in the countryside.



30.	Policy VNP5 "Caravan Facilities" is extremely difficult to understand, and requires total re-wording.



MAJOR DEVELOPMENT AND ENERGY



31.	This chapter should be deleted from the plan, and the policies added to either "General Development Policies" or "Public Services and Utilities".



32.	The proposed changes to Policies MNP1 "Major Development Proposals", MNP2 "Environmental Assessment", MNP7 "Renewable Energy Generation" and MNP8 "Wind Energy Generation" should generally be made, with some re-wording.

�SETTLEMENTS



BROAD HAVEN



33.	BH/CNP1 : the Authority should clarify its position on new-build holiday accommodation at Sandyke Road.  Either the site is to be retained as housing land, in which case all other land uses should be resisted; or it is not necessary to retain it for housing uses, in which case strong reasons would need to be advanced to resist new-build holiday accommodation.



34.	BH6 : this land should remain unallocated in the plan, as the requisite degree of nature conservation interest has not been demonstrated.



FRESHWATER EAST



35.	FWE3 : the proposed changes to the policy on development on The Burrows should be made (ie an applicant will need to demonstrate that a proven commitment to a replacement dwelling exists) with some re-wording for greater clarity.



LAWRENNY



36.	LR3 and LR6 : these policies should be replaced by a new policy dealing with the conditions under which further business uses at Home Farm will be permitted.  The nebulous "improvement area designation" should be deleted.



LITTLE HAVEN



37.	LH3 : the proposed deletion of the reference to 4 dwellings at Blockett Farm, and its replacement by "limited development" should be made.



MANORBIER



38.	MB2/CNP8 : the "green wedge" designation around Tarr Farmhouse should be deleted.  The "green wedge" forming the setting of the castle and the church should be shown on the inset map.



NEWPORT



39.	NT1/HNP1 : the land at Maes Cnwce/Cotham Lodge should not be allocated for housing, but should be designated as an open space under Policy NT3.  The statement than an exceptional land release for housing under Policy HNP8 will not be necessary should be reviewed.



40.	The NPA should consider reinstating Policy NT11 of the Consultation Draft Plan - sports pitches at Pen-y-Bont, and NT16 - parking for the Memorial Hall.

�ST DAVIDS



41.	The two housing sites put forward in the plan cannot provide the number of dwellings sought and there is a likelihood of them not coming forward for development until late in the plan period, at best.  The Authority has proposed a further site on Glasfryn Lane.  Additionally, I recommend the inclusion of a site for about 10 dwellings between "Awelfor" and "Brynsiriol".



SOLVA



42.	The garden of "Harbour High" should be included in the development limits.



43.	SA1/HNP1 : The allocation of land for up to 24 dwellings should not be subject to the relocation of the temporary sports pitches on the site.  The NPA should identify more accurately the area of the site required for housing, to see if some sports use is also possible.



TENBY



44.	TB3 : this shopping policy should be more positively worded.



45.	TB10/TNP2 : this policy, dealing with a footpath to South Beech, and its accompanying text should be reworded.



46.	TB12/BNP11 : the policy, dealing with St Catherines Fort, is too prescriptive and does not provide an informed and objective basis for considering any development proposals that come forward.  It should be reworded as a criteria-based policy, or deleted.



�	LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN

	THIS REPORT





AONB	Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

ASCA		Area of Special Control of Advertisements



CA		Conservation Area

CCW		Countryside Council for Wales

CDA		Comprehensive Development Area

CNP		Council for National Parks

CPRW	Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales



DSP		Dyfed Structure Plan (November 1990 version, unless otherwise stated)

DSP/SPG	Dyfed Structure Plan : Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing Allocations (July 1994)



EA		Environmental Assessment

EHO		Environmental Health Officer



FWE		Freshwater East



GPDO	General Permitted Development Order (1995)

GDPO	General Development Procedure Order (1995)

GPRW	General Policies Revised Wording (NPA : May 1997)



Ha		Hectare(s)

HBF		House Builders Federation

HGV		Heavy Goods Vehicle



LNR		Local Nature Reserve



MOD		Ministry of Defence

MPG		Minerals Planning Guidance Note



NES		Newport Environmental Survey

NPA		National Park Authority



PC		Proposed Change

PCC		Pembrokeshire County Council

PCNPLP	Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Plan

PD		Permitted Development

PG(W)	Planning Guidance Wales : Planning Policy (May 1996)

PPDC		(former) Preseli Pembrokeshire District Council

PPG		Planning Policy Guidance Note.

PROW	Public right of way



RJ		Reasoned justification.



SAM		Scheduled Ancient Monument.

SAC		Special Area of Conservation (Habitats Directive)

SMR		Sites and Monuments Record

SPA		Special Protection Area (Directive on conservation of wild birds)

SPG		Supplementary Planning Guidance

SSSI		Site of Special Scientific Interest

SSW		Secretary of State for Wales

STW		Sewage Treatment Works



TAN(W)	Planning Guidance (Wales) : Technical Advice Note (Wales)

TCP		Town and Country Planning

TPO		Tree Preservation Order

TPP		Transport Policies and Programme



UDP		Unitary Development Plan



WAC		Welsh Affairs Committee

WWEG	West Wales Energy Group

�	PART 1 : POLICIES

�	PART 2 : SETTLEMENT

	STATEMENTS

�"BACKGROUND"





FIGURE 1 : STRUCTURE PLAN SETTLEMENTS



OBJECTION NO:



	PC/42/1	:	Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTION



1.1	Figure 1 shows the area of the National Park, but does not show the changes following on from the recent boundary review.  (The objection is conditionally withdrawn on the basis that the diagram will be amended as shown on Appendix A to the Authority's Proof of Evidence dealing with Mrs Klein's objections).



RECOMMENDATION



1.2	I recommend that Figure 1 should be amended as shown in Appendix A to reflect recent boundary changes.

�"SUSTAINABILITY"



INTRODUCTION



2.1	Part 1 of the plan begins with three sections called "1 : Statements of Consultation and Publicity"; "2 : Background", and "3 : Sustainability".  The latter contains a policy; NP1 "New Development".  The remainder of Part 1 is divided into four sections, headed "Community", "Conservation", "Recreation and Tourism" and "Major Development" respectively.  Each section is divided into chapters consisting of policies and explanatory text.  There are 7 objections to this chapter (excluding DP/213/1).



2.2	Proposed changes would relocate four other policies to this chapter.  These are NP2 "Extension of Buildings (formerly CNP 4); NP3 "Amenity of Neighbours" (formerly CNP5); NP4 "Planning Agreements/Obligations" (formerly CNP6) and NP5 "Removal of PD Rights" (formerly BNP5).  As these are general policies covering aspects of all subsequent chapters.  I agree in principle (PC 332, 333, 334 and 356).  It is also proposed to identify two separate sections within the chapter, headed "Sustainability" and "General Development Policies" (PC330).



2.3	It was always somewhat anomalous to have a policy (NP1) within what appears to be an introductory section of the plan, before the policy chapters proper begin.  ("Sustainability" is followed by Chapter 1 "Community Facilities").  The proposed changes would make it more anomalous as would my later recommendations that policies MNP1, MNP2, MNP4 and BNP6 should be re-located here.  In addition, I have recommended elsewhere that Policies HNP4 and LNP2 should be deleted; that development control should be on the basis of a distinction between settlements and countryside; and that two new policies should be added to the plan, "Development in the Countryside" and "Development within Settlements".



2.4	What is needed, I think, is a new Chapter 1, entitled "General Development Policies" (the other chapters being renumbered accordingly: I do not find the grouping of chapters into sections particularly helpful, but it could be retained if desired).  The new chapter would contain eleven policies as follows:



	NP1	:	Development in the National Park.



	NP2	:	Development in the Countryside.



	NP3	:	Development within Settlements.



	NP4	:	Major Development Proposals.



	NP5	:	Environmental Assessment.



	NP6	:	Major Hazard Installations/High Pressure Gas Pipelines.



	NP7	:	Change of Use of Land or Buildings.



	NP8	:	Amenity of Neighbours.



	NP9	:	Extension of Buildings.



	NP10	:	Planning Agreements/Obligations.



	NP11	:	Removal of PD Rights.



2.5	This would now become the single most important chapter in the plan, setting out the fundamental policy background on which all else rests.  The accompanying text would include the existing text on:



	a.	Sustainability.



	b.	National Park Objective.



	c.	Environmental Appraisal and Monitoring



together with the new text I have suggested in my consideration of HNP4, setting out the role of the residential development limits (to be renamed "development limits") identified in Part 2 of the plan.  The text in the present Chapter 1, dealing with "Implementation and Enforcement" could also, if desired, be relocated there, as could any other sections of text which are of general applicability.  A general chapter of the type proposed would, in my view, both strengthen and clarify the intentions underlying the plan and make them more explicit.



THE OBJECTIONS



SUSTAINABILITY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/171/2	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/3	)



	DP/232/9	)	Newport Environmental Survey

	DP/232/10	)	(Landscape and Agriculture)



THE OBJECTIONS



2.6	The Deposit Draft plan mentions PPG1, PPG7 and PPG12 and should also mention PPG22 and the Government's commitment to renewable energy (objection DP/171/2 is conditionally withdrawn if PC371 is made, which would add an "Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy" section, and an objective to encourage conservation/renewable energy, to Chapter 14).  There should be objectives within the plan of encouraging energy conservation and the increased use of renewable energy, and also of reducing pollution from energy sources (objection DP/171/3 is conditionally withdrawn if PC299 is made, adding a new policy, MNP9, on renewable energy, together with mention of design guidelines in respect of orientation, solar gain, etc).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



2.7	References to PPG's 1, 7 and 12 should be deleted (by PC7) in view of the fact that they have been cancelled by PG(W).  It would be inappropriate to include specific reference to PPG22, which has been cancelled by the same document, and replaced by TAN(W)8.  It is unnecessary to repeat in plans guidance included in circulars and other official statements of Government policy.  The objection in the proof of evidence submitted by WWEG to the proposed deletion of reference to the PPG's is not a duly made counter-objection.  As regards the objection to the lack of objectives dealing with renewable energy and reducing pollution, I consider that the concerns expressed are already partly met by criteria 1 and 3 of the National Park Objective on page 6 of the Deposit Plan.  The creation of a major new chapter in the way I have outlined above would give enhanced importance within the plan to sustainability.  I am also in favour of making PC299 and PC371 although (as explained elsewhere) I prefer to see them in an expanded chapter on services and energy, with Chapter 14 deleted in its entirety.  The issue of design guidance on orientation, solar gain, etc is best dealt with outside the plan, in supplementary planning guidance.



RECOMMENDATION



2.8	I recommend that:



	 i.	a new chapter "General Development Policies" should be created, incorporating the policies and text referred to above.



	ii.	proposed changes 7, 299 and 371 should be made (subject to my later recommendations about Chapter 14)



but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NP1 : DEVELOPMENT



OBJECTIONS NOS:



	DP/90/1	:	Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/129/1	:	Country Landowners Association

	DP/161/1	:	Mrs F J Klein



(Note:  Objection no DP/213/1, by Mr R Howells, deceased, clearly relates to Policy NT1 -Newport - and not Policy NP1, as stated on the objection form.  I have treated it accordingly).



�THE OBJECTIONS



2.9	The policy should also require development to be appropriate in terms of ecology and to achieve acceptable integration between the environment and the economy.  The policy should form a strong underpinning to the development control policies of the plan, should properly reflect National Park purposes and should be environment led.  As set out in the Deposit Draft plan, the policy fails to make the connection between the purposes of the park's designation and the exercise of the planning function.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



2.10	I can deal succinctly with the first two objections before turning to the third, which goes to the question of the purpose of the plan.  Environmental considerations already figure in the policy, and "environment" in this context includes matters of ecology.  Integration of the environment and the economy is an element of the National Park objective on page 6, and does not need restating in Policy NP1.  I do not recommend any changes in the light of these objections.



2.11	The third objection is closely related to the same objector's concerns about housing land allocations but I will keep the two matters separate here, since Policy NP1 deals with more than just housing.  I agree fully with the view of the objector that NP1 should be a `paving' policy, underlying all other aspects of the plan, and that the policy as set out in the Deposit Draft is too weak to do this satisfactorily.  The Authority has, I think, accepted this by proposing considerable amendments to the policy.  In particular, the policy as proposed to be changed makes specific reference to National Park purposes, and refers to `development' rather than `new development', with its implication of `new building'.



2.12	The policy as proposed to be changed represents a considerable advance over the original.  However I consider that more prominence should be given to the statutory purposes of national park designation than a mention in run-on text on page 2 under the heading `Background'.  In my view, all decision-making must be informed by these statutory purposes and this is best done by incorporating these purposes, together with mention of the duty to have regard to the social and economic needs of the communities within the park, within the preceding section headed `National Park Objective'.  This section already contains a mention of the `Sandford principle' which is that conservation considerations must prevail where the two statutory objectives conflict.



2.13	Having already set out the purposes of National Park designation, it is then logical for Policy NP1 to refer to them.  Whilst recognising that the wording of Policy NP1 as proposed to be changed is a great improvement on the original, it could be further modified to give greater primacy to the statutory purposes, and to recognise that designation confers the highest status of protection as far as landscape and scenic beauty are concerned, a fact that could well be mentioned in the reasoned justification to the policy.  I suggest that the wording to Policy NP1 could read:



	"Development in the National Park will be permitted insofar as it is compatible with the statutory purposes of designation and with its natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage.  Development must be appropriate in terms of:



		1.	Character



		2.	Scale and bulk



		3.	Siting



		4.	Overall design, detailing and materials



		5.	Layout and landscaping



		6.	Visual impact



	Development which would create any significant environmental, amenity, transport or public services objections and/or would fail to satisfy all the above criteria will not be permitted".



2.14	The policy as set out above would give primacy to National Park purposes, and to conservation.  The final part of the policy is amended to refer to `development' rather than `planning applications' (it is `development' which is or is not permitted; `applications' are made anyway and are `approved', not `permitted') and the phrase `and/or' is introduced to make clear that proposals will fail if they either raise objections or fail to meet criteria: they do not need to do both to fail.



RECOMMENDATION



2.15	I recommend that:



	  i.	the statutory purpose should be set out under `National Park Objective' together with the duty to have regard to the community's social and economic needs.



	 ii.	Policy NP1 should be re-worded as set out above.



	iii.	the reasoned justification to the policy should mention that designation confers the highest status of protection of landscape and scenic beauty.



�CHAPTER 1 : COMMUNITY FACILITIES



INTRODUCTION



3.1	In the Deposit Draft plan, this chapter comprises policies CNP1 to CNP11 inclusive, relating to a wide range of matters including village shops, open spaces and green wedges, the Welsh language and access for the disabled.  There are 7 objections, including 1 to a proposed change.  Proposed changes 332, 333 and 334 would relocate policies CNP4 (extensions to buildings), CNP5 (amenity of neighbours) and CNP6 (planning agreements) within the "General Development Policies" section of the "Sustainability" chapter (see my recommendation above).  These policies would then become NP2, NP3 and NP4 respectively.  This is a more appropriate location for them, as they relate to wider matters than just those covered by the "Community Facilities" chapter.  Other relevant changes are PC8, affecting CNP8 (a definition of "inappropriate development" in the supporting text); and PC9, PC260 and PC261, all affecting Policy CNP10 (see below).  Although not the subject of any objection, the NPA may wish to consider if the text headed "Implementation and Enforcement" (which does not seem to be related to any policy) is appropriately located in this chapter rather than in "General Development Policies".



THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY CNP5 : AMENITY OF NEIGHBOURS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/161/9	:	Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTION



3.2	`Amenity' should be defined, and defined widely, to include road congestion, relative density of built environment in the immediate vicinity, increased noise etc.  The policy's relationship with CNP8 (open spaces and green wedges) and HNP3 (infill sites) is unclear.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



3.3	The policy is now proposed to be relocated as NP3, and to be reworded to omit the reference to `quiet enjoyment' (PC333).  I support these proposals; the policy relates to wider issues than just community facilities; and the ill-defined words `quiet enjoyment' would offer too many hostages to fortune.



3.4	The term "amenity" is always difficult to define precisely, but it is a useful term in development control practice.  In terms of this policy, a fairly wide definition is appropriate, but no exhaustive definition is possible.  The matters which the objector seeks to add are proper planning considerations and do not need to be specifically listed to be brought within the scope of the policy.  The policy relates of course, to all forms of development, not just housing.  See also my conclusions in respect of the objection to policy CNP8.  I also agree that PC335 should be made, thus including a specific reference to amenity of neighbouring properties within policy HNP3 (see below).



RECOMMENDATION



3.5	I recommend that Proposed Change 333 should be made, but that no further modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY CNP6 : PLANNING AGREEMENTS (OR OBLIGATIONS)



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/2		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



3.6	In its final version, the policy and supporting text must have regard to then-current Government guidance.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



3.7	Under PC334, this would become Policy NP4.  Clearly the policy should, at the time the plan is adopted, reflect up to date Government guidance.  There is no suggestion made by the objector that the policy and text are out of accord with current guidance, but the Authority will wish to keep the matter under review.



RECOMMENDATION



3.8	I recommend that Proposed Change 334 should be made, but that, at this time, no further modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY CNP8 : OPEN SPACE AND GREEN WEDGES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/161/2	)	Mrs F J Klein

	PC/42/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



3.9	It is not clear how this policy, which seeks to protect public and private open space or other amenity land, including green wedges, relates to Policy HNP3, regarding infill sites for housing.  The inclusion of a definition of "inappropriate development" within the reasoned justification is to be welcomed, but does not overcome the basic objection, because the definition is limited to spatial matters and does not address the principle of development and adverse effect on visual amenity.  One person's wedge might be anothers infill site.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



3.10	Which sites are to be protected under CNP8 and which are to be developed under HNP3 must always be a matter of planning judgement, having regard to the circumstances of the particular case.  The plan, as altered by PC8, would now contain a definition of the type of development which CNP8 would seek to resist.  HNP3 already contains a definition of "infilling", as well as requirements that the land proposed for infilling should not be required for (inter alia) open space; and that development should be in character with the locality; should not adversely affect amenity; and should not cause unacceptable loss of trees, traditional boundaries or landscape features.  I have also gone some way to meet this objection by my suggestion of rewording Policy NP1 to give primacy to environmental protection and National Park purposes.  I conclude that the plan provides a clear framework for considering individual proposals for development and that it is not practical or appropriate to go further.



RECOMMENDATION



3.11	I recommend that Proposed Change 8 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY CNP10 : COMMUNITY TREE PLANTING SCHEMES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/50/3		Forestry Authority

	DP/90/3	)	Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/90/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



3.12	(DP/50/3)  The requirement to use species native to the area is too restrictive, eg it might prevent the use of conifers as nurse crop to broadleaf trees.  (DP/90/3) Native trees are also appropriate to built-up areas.  (DP/90/4) There should be a requirement not to adversely affect valuable semi-natural habitats.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



3.13	The Authority proposes to respond to these objections by dropping PC9, and by making PC261 and PC262.  I agree, except that I find the phrase "provenanced from the local area" extremely cumbersome and I suggest "of local provenance" instead.



RECOMMENDATION



3.14	I recommend that Proposed Changes 261 and 262 should be made in response to these objections, preferably with the minor change of wording I have suggested above.

�CHAPTER 2 : HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT PATTERN



INTRODUCTION



4.1	Of all the policy chapters in the plan, this is the most contentious, when taken together with Appendix A `Housing Provision and Land Availability'.  Since the appendix sets out the basis on which the housing chapter has been drafted, I propose to deal with the two together.  Indeed, the first objections I deal with below relate to Appendix A.



4.2	The Housing chapter begins with a brief review of housing land availability (both Preseli and South Pembrokeshire had more than a 5 year supply of housing land) and of the housing requirements of the Dyfed Structure Plan.  It notes that the housing figures in Policy H1 of DSP were ceiling, rather than target, figures and that the 1991 census had shown that the population growth figures assumed in the 1980's were over estimated.  Those ceiling figures related to a plan period ending in 1996, but have been rolled forward to 2006, without changing the underlying assumptions about population growth.  The Deposit Draft version of PCNPLP proposes to allocate sufficient land for up to 299 new dwellings in the period 1993-2005 (policy HNP1), in addition to existing consents (at December 1994) for 805 new dwellings and excluding windfalls, infill and conversions.  The overall policy is one of restraint in terms of release of new housing land.



4.3	The plan then turns to settlement hierarchy.  The hierarchy is:



	  i.	Principle Settlements; these have a recognisable group of commercial premises, a junior school, recreational and community facilities etc.  These are H4 or H5 settlements in terms of DSP.



	 ii.	Local Centres: these have some recreational and community facilities, including at least a post office/shop and public house.  These are H5 or (mainly) H6 settlements in terms of DSP.



	iii.	Minor Development Settlements: these have some facilities and are H5 or (mainly) H6 settlements in terms of DSP.



4.4	Part 2 of the plan contains a detailed policy statement for all Principle Settlements and Local Centres, and for most Minor Development Settlements.  All other settlements are described as "other villages, hamlets and scattered groups of dwellings" (referred to below as "para 6.4 settlements").  Detailed policy statements have not been prepared for them.



4.5	The plan then sets out the housing objective as



	"To help meet the legitimate housing needs of the National Park's communities by identifying housing land within suitable settlements, having special regard to the communities' needs for affordable housing".



Eleven general policies are then set out (HNP1-11: HNP12 is added by PC254) covering such matters as infill sites, ribboning, housing development in the countryside, rural exceptions housing and residential caravans.  In addition, Part 2 of the plan identifies specific allocations for housing, and also comments on the application of general policies to particular settlements.  The former are given hybrid settlement/policy references (for example the allocation of 0.65 ha of housing land at Herbrandston is set out in bold text and given the marginal reference: HB1/HNP1); the latter (which are set out as run-on text with a marginal reference only to the general policy) are not.



4.6	Considerable changes are proposed to the Housing aspects of the plan.  In particular the advertised Proposals for Change (volume 1) completely re-write Annex A, using a base date of December 1995 and taking account of intervening boundary changes.  Policy HNP1 now proposes the allocation of land for up to 269 (rather than 299) new dwellings; their location is summarised in a revised Appendix B.  Policy HNP4 (land on the settlement fringe) is proposed for deletion: there is a counter-objection.  The deletion would necessitate some amendment to Policy HNP5.  Some changes to other policies and/or reasoned justifications are also proposed.  Some further changes have also been proposed in the report of 19 February 1997, or at the Inquiry itself.  There are 71 objections or counter objections to the Housing Policies, and 11 to Appendix A.



THE OBJECTIONS



APPENDIX A



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/10		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	PC/14/1		Mr Ian Calder

	PC/18/1		Mr David Barker

	PC/19/1		Mr Gerald Monte

	PC/20/1		Mr Peter Thomas

	PC/21/1		Mr Desmond Noott

	PC/22/1		Mr J F Rees

	PC/23/1		Mr E T Buick

	PC/38/1		Pembrokeshire County Council

	PC/42/5		Mrs F J Klein

	PC/49/1		Commander L B Groves



THE OBJECTIONS



4.7	(DP/145/10) `Redevelopment' figures in Appendix A should only be included if entirely new residential units are created.  Clarification sought, which has been provided.



4.8	(PC/38/1) Concern had been expressed at the Deposit stage by both Dyfed County Council and Preseli Pembrokeshire District Council about the adequacy and distribution of the proposed housing allocation.  The revised Appendix A (put forward as Proposed Change 117) does nothing to address these concerns.  It fails to take account of recent increased completion rates and makes unrealistic assumptions about windfalls and site availability.  Environmental considerations preclude an allocation up to the ceiling figure of 1288 units.  However, the current allocation is inadequate to meet the Plan's housing objective, and there is a pronounced imbalance between the provision proposed and the rate at which housing is currently being developed.



4.9	(all other objections).  The extent of housing provision in the plan should not be based upon a proportional split based upon existing population figures.  Such an approach is arbitrary and capricious and derives ultimately from figures in DSP which are out of date, based on flawed assumptions and reflect substantial inward migration to the park in the past.  Further, DSP has reached its end date, and the National Park cannot be bound by figures in supplementary planning guidance which simply roll forward DSP figures known to include growth assumptions which the 1991 census demonstrates to be too high.  Given the level of existing commitments, together with windfalls, infill sites and conversions, there is no need for PCNPLP to make any new housing allocations, which will simply result in more inward migration.  In particular, estate-type development should be resisted.  Any new building should be limited to proven local needs.  Priority must be given to the environmental considerations which reflect the statutory purposes of National Park designation.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.10	I have referred in my introductory comments to some of the features of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park.  It has a resident population of around 23,000, making it the most densely populated of the parks.  It is generally long and narrow in form, hugging the coastline.  It has had (in the decade 1981-91) a higher rate of inward migration than the rest of the county.  Some 20% of dwellings are used as second homes/holiday homes.  The percentage of rented housing stock has virtually halved in a decade, exacerbating the difficulties of those unable to pay open-market prices for housing.  These facts form the background to the consideration of these objections.



4.11	Policy H1 of DSP (Alt No 1) gave ceiling (not target) figures for new dwellings during the period July 1986 to July 1996 of 2400 for South Pembrokeshire and 3500 for Preseli Pembs.  Policy H2 required each district (there were 6) to maintain an effective five year supply of housing land.  A letter from the County Planning Officer to the HBF (referred to in paragraph 4 of DSP/SPG) stated that the Policy H1 figures were in addition to existing commitments.  In order to allow for local plan preparation for the period beyond the end of DSP, ie beyond June 1996, the Policy H1 figures were rolled forward in "Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing Allocations" (DSP/SPG) of July 1994, prepared following discussions with the Welsh Office.  Using the methodology set out there gives a ceiling figure for the plan period of PCNPLP of 1288 dwellings (excluding existing commitments).



4.12	I agree with these objectors who say that such a figure is wholly unsatisfactory.  It results solely from a mathematical exercise, and takes no account whatsoever of the purposes of National Park designation, or of DSP Policy EN3 which seeks to protect special landscape areas, such as the park.  It is based upon assumptions now known to be flawed.  By splitting the ceiling figure between the park and the two former districts on a population basis, it fails to allow for the effects of differential inward migration in the past, and projects them - unchecked - into the future.



4.13	However, the figure is a `ceiling' figure not a target.  DSP/SPG accepts (para 1) that local plans may reflect local policies in deciding on the appropriate level of housing growth within the H1 ceiling.  It is for authorities to consider (para 9) whether the maximum permitted amounts of land should be allocated.  PCNPLP does not start from the ceiling figure and work downwards: such an approach would be quite incompatible with the statutory purposes of designation, in my view.  The correct approach must be to start with environmental considerations, and to examine the extent to which further housing land allocations are compatible with them.  Such an approach must almost certainly lead to a total housing land allocation that represents a policy of severe restraint and that does not reflect past completion rates.



4.14	This must follow from the considerations that National Park designation represents the highest status of protection as far as landscape and scenic beauty are concerned: that the park is already the most densely populated of all the National Parks; and that its ability to accept further housing must be constrained by its environmental capacity.  It would be wholly incorrect, and a negation of the National Park designation, to treat the park as being no different in policy terms from the rest of the county, and to apportion new housing between them on a pro rata basis, relative to their populations.



4.15	PCNPLP does not begin consideration of new housing land allocations from any systematic analysis of environmental capacity.  However, it takes a pragmatic approach, and does not start from the ceiling figure.  New allocations are made of land for 269 new dwellings.  In addition, it is estimated that land exists for a further 179 dwellings.  This gives a total of 448 residential sites to set against the ceiling figure of 1288.  In addition, there are permissions for an additional 591 units on committed land (for the derivation of these figures, see the amended Appendix A and Topic Paper 1 : Housing Land Supply).



4.16	The distribution of the 269 units is of interest.  204 of them are in Principle Settlements of which 120 are in Tenby: 25 are in Newport, 24 are in Solva; 35 are in St Davids.  The Tenby allocation is not the subject of any site-specific objection.  Newport and Solva are very contentious.  The site identified at St Davids is contentious, but not the principal of an allocation; some objectors, indeed, want a higher allocation.  An element of social housing is proposed at Newport, Solva and Tenby.  Of the remaining allocations, 50 (including a social housing element at Herbrandston) are in Local Centres, and 15 in Minor Development Settlements.  None of these allocations is the subject of site-specific objections.



4.17	The principle of such a severely restricted housing land allocation is not universally accepted.  Taking objections to the Deposit Draft plan, around 10% asked for more allocations, 17% for less.  In all the circumstances, and given the historical background, I consider that the allocation made in PCNPLP is generally appropriate.  I shall deal elsewhere in this report with the specific allocations at Solva, Newport and St Davids.  The idea of making a nil allocation has its attractions, but is unrealistic.  It is a feature of the park that it has been, since before designation, relatively densely populated, and some provision has to be made in the plan period to accommodate locally-generated requirements, whilst curtailing past rates of inward migration.  Insofar as the planning system can achieve it, the allocations made seem generally to be of sites likely to favour a local needs element.



4.18	I turn now to look specifically at the objection by Pembrokeshire County Council.  I agree that there is an imbalance between past completion rates and the proposed housing provision in PCNPLP.  However, it follows from what I have said above that I do not consider that past completion rates can, or should, be projected forwards, since that would be incompatible with the purposes of National Park designation.  PCC are also concerned, as I understand it, that the site at Tenby (which forms some 40% of the allocation in numerical terms) may not come forward during the plan period.  However, since they own the site they can presumably facilitate its development.



4.19	In their letter of 18 December 1996, PCC refer to the proposed allocation as being likely to "divert" pressure for housing from the park to the remainder of Pembrokeshire.  In my view, that is just what PCNPLP should seek to do, since it is the National Park which has been most affected in the past by inward migration and the holiday/second homes demand.  The letter speaks of "immediate implications" that this would have for the implementation of the Preseli Pembrokeshire and South Pembrokeshire Local Plans, but does not specify what these implications would be.  Hence, I can make no comments, other than to say that the allocation now proposed does not differ materially from that (263 dwellings) in the Consultation Draft Plan of June 1994, a figure presumably taken into account in the preparation of these two plans.  I note also that there have been discussions about a joint UDP for Pembrokeshire, and that would be the appropriate forum for resolving any outstanding matters.  I should stress here that I regard the National Park as being a wholly artificial planning unit which it is not possible to separate from the rest of the county.  Considered as a whole, planning policy would surely seek to direct development away from the National Park as far as possible, in order to recognise the primacy of landscape and conservation issues there.



RECOMMENDATION



4.20	Subject to what I recommend elsewhere in respect of site-specific objections, I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



HNP: GENERAL/OMISSION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/232/11	)	Newport Environmental Study

	DP/232/12	)	(Landscape and Agriculture)

	DP/171/22		West Wales Energy Group

	DP/265/4		West Wales 21



THE OBJECTIONS



4.21	(DP/232/12) The plan should support sustainable development in what it called `open countryside' as this is an environmental benefit from every point of view except wilderness preservation.  The plan's distinction between settlements and countryside is unreal, untenable and undesirable.



4.22	(DP/232/11, DP/171/22 and DP/265/4)  The plan should contain a policy that the NPA will seek to establish a small `model community' in the northern section of the park, based on sustainable principles, consisting of a maximum of 30 houses and associated small businesses.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.23	The plans distinction between settlements and countryside is one that is a fundamental tenet of national planning policy, reflected (for example) in paragraph 92 of PG(W) which states that the countryside is to be protected for its own sake.  DSP sets out (Policy H8) a presumption against residential development in the countryside, except in defined instances.  National Park designation carries with it the highest status of protection of landscape and scenic beauty.  None of these facts is compatible with the view that the distinction between settlement and countryside is unreal or undesirable.



4.24	The type of settlement being advocated is, as I understand it, that known as `permaculture'.  This is a very interesting concept, but the objectors have not put forward any reason why such a settlement is appropriate in a National Park.  Indeed, I note that the book "Low Impact Development : Planning and People in a Sustainable Development" by Simon Fairlie (referred to in the NPA's rebuttal proof) states (P52) that virtually all land could be suitable for permaculture "barring National Parks and other ecologically sensitive sites".  It is specifically stated there that degraded urban land could be used.  It is necessary to show why the presumption against development of a new settlement in the National Park should be set aside - and this has not been done.  The fact that those interested in permaculture might prefer living there is not of itself an adequate reason for doing so.



RECOMMENDATION



4.25	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



HNP : SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/40/16	:	The Havens Community Council

	DP/136/1	:	St Ishmaels Community Council

	DP/161/4	:	Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTIONS



4.26	(DP/40/16) Broad Haven should be designated as a Local Centre, rather than as a Principal Settlement.  (DP/136/1) St Ishmaels should be designated as a Principal Settlement rather than as a Local Centre.  (DP/161/4)  Lydstep should not be designated as a Local Settlement, since it cannot absorb further development without harm to its character.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.27	The extent of existing residential planning permissions (130) justifies categorizing Broad Haven as a Principle Settlement.  St Ishmaels is of a similar population but has relatively poor road access, few outstanding residential consents and more limited opportunities for further development.  It is appropriately categoried as a Local Centre.



4.28	Lydstep has a population of only 90 and very limited facilities.  It would be more appropriately categorised as a Minor Development Settlement.  This will not, of course, achieve the objectors wish to see no further development, since there are 18 outstanding residential consents.  I note, however, that Lydstep has not been given a new residential land allocation in the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



4.29	I recommend that Lydstep be re-designated a Minor Development Settlement, but that the categorisation of Broad Haven and St Ishmaels should remain unchanged.



HNP INTRODUCTION/OMISSION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/171/17	)

	DP/171/18	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/19	)



	DP/142/4	)

	DP/142/5	)

	DP/142/6	)

	DP/142/7	)	Mr P Harwood

	DP/142/8	)

	DP/142/9	)

	DP/142/10	)



	DP/223/6	)	Mrs J Harwood

	DP/223/7	)



	DP/145/12	)

	DP/145/13	)

	DP/145/14	)

	DP/145/15	)	Newport Environmental Survey

	DP/145/16	)	(Planning)

	DP/145/17	)

	DP/145/19	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



4.30	The plan fails to recognise the historic pattern of dispersed settlement found in the northern part of the park, which differs from the more nucleated pattern found in the southern part of the county.  These settlements, regarded as such by their inhabitants, are too small to be given specific housing allocations within the plan, but are capable of benefitting from small scale residential development, which would contribute both to their continued viability, and to the principles of sustainable development.  The view of the Secretary of State, in response to the WAC Third Report on Rural Housing in Wales (Oct 1993), that such a pattern of development was linked to an economic structure that has now changed, is not accepted.  The pattern would be very relevant to sustainable development principles.  The plan should recognise as settlements Cilgwyn, Fford Bedd Morris, Ffordd Cilgwyn, Llanwnda, Porthgain, Brynberian, Crosswell, Nevern, Rosebush, Felindre Farchog, Whitchurch, Newgale, Nolton, Parrog and Myndd Ganol.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.31	The extent to which the more dispersed settlement pattern in the northern part of the park is ancient was discussed at the inquiry, and there were conflicting views.  In any case, it is primarily the present and future pattern of development which is at issue here.  The Government's response to the Third Report of the Welsh Affairs Committee on rural housing is forthright: further development of sporadic housing related to a settlement pattern resulting from an economic structure which has now altered should not be encouraged.  The principle of sustainable development points to the advantages of concentrating residential development in existing settlements.  The integration of housing development with existing settlement patterns; the conservation of the countryside; and strict control of new building in the open countryside are all advocated in "Planning Guidance: Wales".



4.32	The question whether the settlement policy in DSP should be adapted to allow for greater flexibility of approach in those areas where there is some tradition of dispersed settlement was specifically addressed at the Structure Plan Examination in Public in 1981.  The panel considered that sporadic development would detract from the appearance of the countryside.  Policy H8 of DSP deals with new residential development outside settlements, and sets out a presumption against individual dwellings in the open countryside, except for certain very limited purposes.



4.33	All this leads to the need to define what is a settlement.  Some are listed in DSP policies H3-H5, but H6 also allows for minor residential development within the acceptable limits of settlements not so listed.  Appendix 2 of DSP defines a "settlement" as a grouping of houses which can justifiably be regarded as a single entity.  It should be noted that the defining characteristics are physical, not social.  A dispersed group of dwellings may be regarded as a settlement, in social terms, by those who live there.  That does not, however, make it a `settlement' for land use planning purposes.  The definition goes on to say that individual dwellings or small clusters clearly separated by areas of open countryside cannot be regarded as settlements for planning purposes.



4.34	Objectors have drawn attention to Policy 6A of the "Newport Local Plan : Proposed Interim Policies" (1984).  This policy was part of a plan that did not proceed to statutory adoption.  It allowed for development of single dwellings in Cilgwyn, Fford Bedd Morris and Fford Cilgwyn.  However, the wording is unclear, and it is not readily apparent if it actually conformed with DSP; it had, of course, less status than DSP in any event.  I am told that no planning permissions resulted from the policy, and it is regarded as superseded by PCNPLP.  In all the circumstances, I do not regard it as having any status in the present case.



4.35	I have referred above to the settlement hierarchy of PCNPLP.  Settlements not specifically listed within the three main categories are `other villages, hamlets and scattered groups of dwellings' (paragraph 6.4).  Under Policy HNP3, infill development can be allowed within para 6.4 settlements, although it is recognised that the scope for such development must be very limited.  Future developments are stated to be likely to be limited to take-up of existing consents, conversions, and farm dwellings, although I presume that rural exceptions housing under Policy HNP8 could also apply.



4.36	The settlements listed as part of these objections vary in character, some being nucleated to a degree and others quite scattered.  Parrog is already included within the settlement statement for Newport, and I can see no advantage in treating it separately, since to do so would make no practical difference.  Proposed Change 15 would add Rosebush to the list of Minor Development Settlements.  PCNPLP already defines limits to quite a large number of settlements and it is impractical and unnecessary to take the process further.  I consider that the proposals for developments in the settlements listed by the objectors can adequately be tested against the general policies of the plan.  Within settlements, Policy HNP3 will generally be applicable.  The proposed changes to the policy (see below) should help to make it clearer that it can apply within clusters of dwellings, but not between clusters; also that a settlement is a group of houses forming a single physical entity.



4.37	In summary, then, to allow sporadic residential development in the countryside, on the grounds that it represented the continuation of a traditional pattern, would be contrary to national policy and to DSP.  Insofar as settlements that are single physical entities can be identified, Policy HNP3 is the appropriate means for considering development within them; development between them should be regarded as being in the countryside.



RECOMMENDATION



4.38	I recommend that Rosebush should be added to the list of settlements in paragraph 6.3, in accordance with Proposed Change 15, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.  (I deal with Policy HNP3 separately below).



POLICY HNP1 : LAND FOR HOUSING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/26/1		Mrs B Griffiths and Mr and Mrs R Jones

	DP/145/9		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/233/1		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTIONS



4.39	(DP/26/1)  Land should be allocated for a single dwelling at Little Freestone, Whitehill.



4.40	(DP/145/9)  Information requested on anticipated numbers of infill, windfall and conversion sites likely to come forward during the plan period.



4.41	(DP/233/1)  Discrepancy exists between 299 units mentioned in Policy HNP1 and total of 269 units calculated from settlement statements in Part 2 of the plan: this should be explained or resolved.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.42	(DP/26/1)  Whitehill cannot be regarded as a settlement in physical terms, since it has no recognisable core, no facilities and is not a "single physical entity" (to use the words of the amended version of Policy HNP3).  The site is part of a loose ribbon of development along a minor road, and cannot be regarded as an infill plot.  Its development would consolidate and thicken up existing sporadic development.  I note that refusals of permission for residential development go back to 1974, and that an appeal was dismissed in 1984 in very much the sort of terms I have used above.



4.43	(DP/145/9)  This seems to me to be a request for information rather than an objection.  NES(P) appear satisfied with the response, since they have indicated that the matter is not being pursued.



4.44	(DP/233/1)  The discrepancy is resolved by Proposed Changes 17, 138, 156 and 118.



RECOMMENDATION



4.45	I recommend that Proposed Changes 17, 118, 138 and 156 should be made but that no further modifications should be made in response to these objections.



[NOTE:  OBJECTIONS DP/250/2 [HNP2], DP/250/3 [HNP3], DP/250/4 [HNP4] By Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin.  In view of their letter of 21 March 1997, I have taken the view that these are not objections to the policies as such, but simply references to the policies in the context of an objection to the non-allocation of land at Mill Race, Little Haven for housing.  These matters are therefore considered in the context of objections to the Little Haven Policy Statement].



POLICY HNP3 : INFILL SITES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/20	)

	DP/145/21	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/22	)



	DP/161/3		Mrs F J Klein



	DP/236/4	)	Cosheston Community Association

	DP/236/5	)



[NOTE:  There are 4 objections which have been listed by the NPA as objections to Policy HNP3 which are more appropriately dealt with under another heading.  I have referred above to DP/250/3.  The others are DP/146/2 (Carningli Rural Initiative), DP/171/19 (West Wales Energy Group) and DP/163/2 (Ms Y E Hartley).  The first is in reality an objection to BNP1, and that is dealt with accordingly.  It is not clear to me if the last is really an objection at all: I have treated it as an objection to Policy NT1: Newport.  The WWEG objection is considered above in HNP: Introduction/Omission].



THE OBJECTIONS



4.46	(DP/145/20-22)  The definition of infill is too restrictive.  It is more stringent than that of former PPG7, paragraph 2.18.  It should not be restricted to "established settlements", which is likely to mean in practice those settlements around which the plan has drawn a settlement boundary.  Nor should settlements be defined as `single physical entities'.  The social aspect is important, ie what residents feel to be the boundaries of the community.  A new definition of "established settlement" is proposed, based on the idea of an identifiable and recognisable community.



4.47	(DP/161/3)  The relationship between this policy and Policies CNP5 and CNP8 is unclear.



4.48	(DP/236/4-5).  HNP3 should relate to rural areas, and not just to settlements.  The text should state that infilling of small gaps within small groups of houses, or minor extensions to such groups may be acceptable, depending upon the character of the area.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.49	PPG7 (as revised February 1997), paragraph 3.21 refers to "infilling of small gaps within small groups of houses".  The term also appears in other PPG's but without any definition.  None of these PPG's applies in Wales.  The term is also used in PG(W) but, again, without definition.  It is, therefore, for the local plan to define it; as paragraph 83 of PG(W) says, the plan should contain clear policy criteria against which applications for development of unallocated sites will be considered.



4.50	It seems to me reasonable that the plan should define what "small gap" means (ie one or two units) and that it should also specify that the gap should be in an otherwise continuous, built up frontage.  It is helpful that the NPA have clarified that "continuous" does not mean "terraced" but it does mean something more than sporadic development.



4.51	The dropping of the word "established" before the word "settlement" may go some way towards meeting objectors' concerns that the policy cannot apply to other than designated settlements.  Paragraph 6.4 should, together with the revised wording of HNP3, deal with this point.  Similarly the revision to the text should now make it clear that infilling may be possible within small clusters of dwellings, but not between clusters.  The definition of "settlement" must be based on physical characteristics ("a single physical entity"), since it is land use with which the plan is primarily concerned.  The definition proposed by NES(P) is too vague and non-specific to be helpful in a land-use planning context.



4.52	I am aware that some of the objections to HNP3 are made in the context of a fundamental disagreement about settlement policy, which I have dealt with above (see HNP Introduction/Omission) and the view that the plan should take account of what is seen as a traditionally more dispersed pattern of settlement in the northern part of the county.  In my view, such an approach would be at odds with national policy and, insofar as the objections to HNP3 seek to facilitate that approach, the plan cannot accommodate them.



4.53	I have already commented on the relationship of this policy with CNP5 and CNP8 under those policies.  I agree that a reference to both policies in the text to HNP3 would be useful.



4.54	The last sentence of the text uses the words "adversely affecting the amenity or quiet enjoyment".  A proposal should not be refused simply because it adversely affects neighbours; it must (to use the words of the second criterion of the policy) "unacceptably effect" them.  I have referred elsewhere to the words "quiet enjoyment", a phrase too open to misinterpretation.  I suggest substituting the word "privacy" as used in the second criterion to the policy.



RECOMMENDATION



4.55	I recommend that Proposed Changes 18, 259, 260 and 335 should be made but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.  I also recommend that in the final sentence of the reasoned justification the words "adversely affecting the amenity and quiet enjoyment" should be deleted, and the words "unacceptably affecting the amenity or privacy" should be substituted.



POLICY HNP4 : LAND ON THE SETTLEMENT FRINGE



4.56	This policy attracted 6 objections originally.  Two of these were in fact site specific and are dealt with in that part of this report dealing with settlement statements.  These are:  DP/103/1: Humbergrange Ltd: Solva, and DP/250/4: Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin: Little Haven.  The others were:



	DP/161/5		Mrs F J Klein

	DP/190/1	)	Mr J Adams

	DP/190/2	)

	DP/145/23		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



4.57	Proposed Change 19 would delete the policy in its entirety, adding its supporting text to that of Policy HNP5.  There is one counter-objection:



	PC/42/3		Mrs F J Klein



THE COUNTER-OBJECTION



4.58	The policy was seen as necessary at the Deposit Draft stage and no reason has been given for its deletion.  It is the land on the fringe of the settlement that is most at risk of development.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.59	I support the deletion of HNP4, because it created a category of land which is neither settlement nor countryside: fringe land.  Rather than strengthening the protection of land on the urban fringe, it is potentially capable of weakening it, by suggesting that it is somehow less important than "real" countryside.  It is much clearer to have a two-fold division: "urban area/settlement" and "countryside".  In housing development terms, the latter is to be protected under HNP6, except where allocated for development by the plan.



4.60	Simply to delete HNP4, however, raises a considerable difficulty.  It is the only policy which relates to the residential development limits identified for settlements in "Part 2: Inset Plans".  The key to that document shows the notation "HNP4" alongside the symbol for "residential development limits".  Turning then to HNP4, the policy is found to state that "development" will not be allowed "outside and on the fringe of settlement limits".  There are two problems with this statement (leaving aside the "fringe" issue).  Firstly, the policy refers to "settlement limits", while the inset plans show "residential development limits", which is a much more limited concept, applying only to housing.  Secondly, whilst the policy refers to "development", it is a housing policy; there is no indication that it applies to other types of development.



4.61	Since the defined limits of settlements are to be important in development control, it is essential to have a clear definition of the function and purpose of those limits.  What is required are two policies dealing with all types of development, and referring to "development limits" for settlements.  These policies are so fundamental that they should go in the "General Development Policies" chapter of the plan as NP2 and NP3.



4.62	The wording suggested is as follows;



NP2 : DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE



"Development limits are defined for the main settlements within the National Park in Part 2 of the Plan.  Development proposals outside the limits so defined (or beyond the developed area of settlements not having a development limit defined in the Plan) will be regarded as being in the countryside and will not be permitted, except as provided for by other policies of the Plan".



If desired, the exceptions and the relevant policies can be listed.



4.63	The accompanying policy would be



NP3 : DEVELOPMENT WITHIN SETTLEMENTS



"Within the limits of settlements, development will be permitted, provided it is of an appropriate scale, does not conflict with other plan policies, and does not create significant access, amenity, nature conservation or public service objections".



It would also be possible, if desired, to incorporate within this policy HNP2, rather misleadingly named "Settlements in the Local Plan".  Although in the "Housing" section of the plan, it is of more general applicability.  The chapter could then be retitled simply "Housing", since the settlement aspects would then be in the "General Development Policies" chapter.



RECOMMENDATION



4.64	I recommend that:



	i.	Proposed Change 19 should be made, deleting Policy HNP4 in its entirety.



	ii.	Two new policies, NP2 "Development in the Countryside" and NP3 "Development within Settlements" should be added to the new "General Development Policies" chapter of the plan, worded as set out above.



	iii.	The NPA gives consideration to amalgamating Policy HNP2 with Policy HNP3, deleting HNP2 and removing the reference to "settlement pattern" from the chapter heading.



POLICY HNP5 : RIBBONING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/145/24		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



THE OBJECTION



4.65	This policy goes beyond Policies H8A and EN10 of DSP, in that those policies refer to ribboning along roads, whereas HNP5 applies to the whole of the settlement fringe, and would prevent small scale or single residential development there, for example, development set back from the road frontage which would otherwise be acceptable.  The policy does not conform with the Structure Plan.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.66	The objector is misconstruing the Structure Plan.  There are policies allowing residential development within settlements, but such development outside settlements is governed by H8 and H8A.  These policies are opposed to ribboning along roads outside settlement limits and/or coalescence of settlements (H8A) and to individual dwellings in open countryside except for stated purposes (H8).  I do not see how a single dwelling outside a settlement becomes acceptable just because it is set back from the road.  Even if it avoids H8A, it is still caught by H8.



4.67	PCNPLP has two policies relating to residential development outside settlements that reflect those in DSP.  HNP5 is equivalent to H8A, and HNP6 is equivalent to H8.  I cannot see any conflict with the Structure Plan here.  I agree with PC383, which would re-title HNP5 as "Ribboning and Coalescence", and with PC20, which would add to the accompanying text some text from the former HNP4.



4.68	It could be made clearer, however, just what HNP5 deals with if it followed more closely the wording of H8A as follows:



	"In the interests of landscape, nature and resource conservation, planning permission will not be given for residential development which would lead to linear expansion (ribboning) of settlements into the countryside, or contribute to the coalescence of adjacent settlements or discrete groups of buildings".



RECOMMENDATION



4.69	I recommend that Proposed Changes 20 and 383 should be made but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to this objection, other than the revised wording set out above.



POLICY HNP6 : DEVELOPMENT IN THE OPEN COUNTRYSIDE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/142/13		Mr P Harwood



	DP/145/25	)

	DP/145/26	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/27	)



	DP/147/2	)	National Farmers Union

	DP/147/3	)



	DP/168/1		Cyngor Cymuned Pencaer



	DP/171/20	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/21	)



	DP/228/1		House Builders Federation



	DP/232/5		Newport Environmental Survey

				(Landscape and Agriculture)



	PC/42/4		Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTIONS



4.70	(DP/142/13, DP/145/26 and DP/145/27)  The wording of the policy should follow more closely that of DSP Policy H8.



4.71	(DP/145/25)  The word "the" should be inserted before "open countryside", and the words "outside settlement limits" should be deleted.



4.72	(DP/147/2 and 3)  The reference to planning obligations tying a farm building to adjacent buildings should refer to "exceptional" rather than "appropriate" circumstances, and should not refer to an original farm house.  The wording in respect of removal of occupancy conditions should refer to the tied dwelling : it is not clear who decides what is a "reasonable price" for testing the continuing need for an occupancy condition.



4.73	(DP/168/1)  Policy appears to conflict with BNP9 - conversion of buildings of traditional construction.



4.74	(DP/171/20 and 21)  Since there is no list of small settlements, this policy could be wrongly applied to such settlements.  The limitation to agriculture and forestry is outmoded, and the policy should allow for other rural activities, such as crafts, telecottage activities etc : add the words ... "other economic grounds" to agriculture and forestry.



4.75	(DP/228/1)  Delete words "outside settlement limit", as definition of "open countryside" conflicts with PG(W).



4.76	(DP/232/5)  To agriculture and forestry add "environmental or ecological justification" to allow for those pursuing a sustainable and land-dependent lifestyle.



4.77	(PC/42/4)  In light of proposed deletion of Policy HNP4, this policy should be strengthened in respect of settlement fringes.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.78	The general restriction of new-build dwellings in the countryside to those essential for agriculture and forestry is clearly set out in national policy (PG(W): paragraphs 191-193); "essential" being the word used.  The argument that such a restriction is outmoded clearly flies in the face of national policy : PG(W) was only issued in May 1996.  It is also based on a misunderstanding in that, whilst it is accepted that a wide range of activities can take place in the countryside to the benefit of the rural economy and the environment, it is not accepted that such activities should be used to justify new dwellings.  If "telecottage activities" are to be used to justify new dwellings, the flood gates will be opened.  Similarly with dwellings with "environmental and ecological justification".



4.79	Some difficulties of interpretation have arisen over the wording of DSP Policy H8, in particular the addition to agriculture and forestry of "or other appropriate employment who must live on the spot rather than in a nearby settlement".  Objectors who wish to see the wording repeated here have tended to ignore the words after "other appropriate employment" and to argue that other activities which can be carried on in a rural area could therefore lead to the need for a new dwelling.  I consider this to be a misinterpretation.  The second part of the phrase, and particularly the word "must", severely limits the first part.  It is intended that the presence of a dwelling is essential, not just desirable; and "essential" relates to the requirements of the enterprise, not those of the worker.  The phrase does not appear in PG(W); nor do I remember ever seeing it in any other structure plan.  It is obviously capable of misleading, and it should not be added to Policy HNP6.



4.80	The fear that Policy HNP6 could be used to control development in small, "unlisted" settlements seems to me misplaced, since paragraph 6.4 and Policy HNP3 (as amended) should make the scope quite clear.  In practice, of course, there is dispute between the NPA and the objector about what constitutes a settlement, a matter I have dealt with above.



4.81	I am content to see "countryside" substituted for "open countryside", on the basis that there is no meaningful distinction between the two.  The plan then deals only with two categories : "settlement" and "countryside" (having disposed of Policy HNP4).  That being so, I see no benefit in deleting the words "ie outside settlement limits", but I am prepared to leave it to the NPA's judgement.  I note, however that the words "outside settlement limits" still occur in Policy ENP6 which deals with business accommodation in the countryside.



4.82	The word "appropriate" is satisfactory when referring to situations in which a planning obligation might be sought in respect of other farm buildings.  The text here could well be expanded to say that, where a second (or subsequent) farm dwelling is allowed, an occupancy condition may be imposed on the existing dwellings.  I consider also that the reasoned justification should make it clear that agricultural needs cannot justify the provision of new dwellings as retirement homes for farmers.  The text in respect of new enterprises should be strengthened to say that 3 year consents for caravans or demountable buildings will normally be the form in which essential new dwellings are permitted initially; and that such temporary consents will not be granted in locations where a permanent dwelling would not be permitted.



4.83	The objection that this policy conflicts with Policy BNP9 is a misunderstanding, but it would be clearer if the policy heading was changed to "New Dwellings in the Countryside", and the text made clear that HNP6 dealt only with new buildings, conversions being considered under Policy BNP9 (see my later comments on that policy).



4.84	What is a "reasonable price" for the purposes of seeking to discharge an agricultural occupancy condition and who decides what it shall be is a detailed development control matter, beyond the scope of a local plan.



RECOMMENDATION



4.85	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Changes 21, 22, 263, 264 and 336 should be made.



	 ii.	The title of the policy should be changed to "New Dwellings in the Countryside".



	iii.	The reasoned justification should say that



		a.	An agricultural occupancy condition may be applied retrospectively to an existing dwelling where a new one is permitted on the same farm unit.



		b.	No agricultural justification exists for allowing new dwellings as retirement homes for farmers.



		c.	Dwellings on new enterprises will normally be in caravans or demountable buildings for the first 3 years.



		d.	Policy HNP6 deals only with new buildings, conversions being considered under BNP9.



	but no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY HNP7 : AFFORDABLE HOUSING WITHIN LARGER SITES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/28		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



	DP/228/2	)	House Builders Federation

	DP/228/3	)



THE OBJECTIONS



4.86	(DP/145/28)  Policy is welcomed, but is applicable only to larger towns and not to smaller communities and rural areas.  A means must be found to deal with the admittedly small number of people involved.



4.87	(DP/228/2 and 3)  Criterion 3 - increase of density - could be misleading.  The circumstances in which wheelchair housing will be sought should be clarified (this latter objection is conditionally withdrawn in the light of Proposed Change 23).

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.88	It is clear that this policy will only apply to sites of a size unlikely to be found in smaller settlements or rural areas.  Within smaller settlements (other than on any allocated sites), infill sites under Policy HNP3 may exist.  In the countryside, restraint polices exist, other than for agricultural or forestry dwellings (Policy HNP6) or conversions (Policy BNP9).  There is also rural exceptions housing under Policy HNP8.  The latter  could be on any scale, and could be used to meet identified local need for affordable housing, in appropriate cases in locations closely related to existing settlements.  With regard to the two HBF objections, there is a substantial measure of agreement now between the NPA and the objector.  Proposed Change 23 meets one objection, and I consider that the revised wording suggested in the HBF's letter of 27 March 1997 would make the third criterion of the policy clearer.



4.89	In reviewing the policy, the NPA will wish to have regard to TAN(W)2 "Planning and Affordable Housing" of November 1996.  The policy would be much easier to apply in practice if "affordable" and "local" were defined (this applies also to Policy HNP8).  Also, the minimum size of site to which the policy is to apply could be clarified (is it 20+ units?).  The first criterion appears to rule out negotiating affordable housing on any sites that might come forward that are not identified in the local plan - which is not, I imagine, what is intended.  If the policy is to prove effective, a tighter definition of terms is needed.



RECOMMENDATION



4.90	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Change 23 should be made, and the policy reviewed in the light of TAN(W)2.



	 ii.	The third criterion of the policy should be reworded to read "in proposals incorporating changes to existing consents that have necessitated the submission of new outline or full planning applications".



POLICY HNP8 : EXCEPTIONAL LAND RELEASE FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING TO MEET LOCAL NEEDS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/98/1		RSPB



	DP/145/29	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/30	)



	DP/161/6		Mrs F J Klein



	DP/209/2		Herbrandston Community Council



	DP/228/4	)	House Builders Federation

	DP/228/5	)



THE OBJECTIONS:



4.91	(DP/98/1)  Policy HNP8 should reflect Policy NP1 and the full range of environmental issues, particularly nature conservation and wildlife, not just landscape conservation.



4.92	(DP/145/29)  Whilst the policy is welcome, it cannot wholly address the problems of rural areas.  What is needed are limited and exceptional opportunities for a small number of people to build on land offered to them at below-market prices.  The people involved may not wish to enter into a formal relationship with a housing association.



4.93	(DP/161/6)  No justification is given for the policy, which muddles up local needs with affordable housing.  The policy should state that such housing should not impinge on important views to and from the coast.



4.94	(DP/209/2)  The Community Council would prefer land to be released for general housing needs as opposed to managed social housing.



4.95	(DP/228/4 and 5)  The definition of "exceptional sites" is incorrect.  The availability of alternative sites should not be a consideration.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.96	The intention of the policy is in accord with PG(W), paragraph 91, and the policy itself requires local need to be demonstrated before any consent can be granted.  Hence, adequate justification is given for the policy, the scope of which is clear (see my comments above, however).  As to the Community Council objection, it is not made clear whether this is a general objection to the policy, or an objection intended to support site-specific objections in Herbrandston.  If the former, I consider that the policy is complementary to general housing provision, and that the two are not in conflict.  The point about exception sites is that they would not be granted consent for general housing.  I deal with site - specific objections in Herbrandston elsewhere in my report.



4.97	I accept that the policy cannot address all the problems of housing needs in rural areas.  Nevertheless, within an overall policy of restraint in rural areas, it is as far as the planning system can presently go.  Following discussion at Inquiry, I think that the objectors now recognise that the policy, flexibly applied, can go a good way towards meeting their concerns.  In the final analysis however, the fact that someone has been offered cut-price rural land cannot, of itself, be sufficient planning justification for allowing a new dwelling, and provision must be mediated through a policy such as this one, which seeks to ensure that dwellings remain "affordable" beyond their initial occupation.



4.98	The environmental concerns expressed can be met through the proposed change to the final criterion of the policy.  The HBF objections are soundly based, as the NPA has recognised, and are addressed in the proposed changes to the reasoned justification.  I prefer the NPA's proposed wording of the first paragraph to that of the HBF in their letter of 27 March 1997.



RECOMMENDATION



4.99	I recommend that Proposed Changes 24, 265, 266 and 337 should be made to the policy, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY HNP10 : SUB-DIVISION OF EXISTING PROPERTIES AND HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/32		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



	DP/161/7		Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTIONS



4.100	(DP/145/32)  The final line of the reasoned justification, which says that proposals for sub-division outside settlements will be considered under Policy HNP6, is unduly restrictive and should be deleted.  (This objection is conditionally withdrawn in the light of Proposed Change 26).



4.101	(DP/161/7)  Policy requires expanding to deal with spatial aspects and historic patterns of development, to prevent degradation of the environment, and to ensure that there remains a proper mix of dwelling sizes.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.102	I agree that to treat proposals for sub-division of existing dwellings in the countryside on the basis of Policy HNP6 would be wholly inappropriate, particularly as Policy BNP9, dealing with conversions, does not operate on that basis, and I consider that the final sentence of the reasoned justification should be deleted.



4.103	There is merit in the second objection, in my view, and I consider the policy to be unsatisfactory in its present form.  In particular, the objector is correct in saying that there is no reference in the policy to seeking to maintain a balanced mix of dwelling types and sizes.  The NPA draws attention to the fact that "balanced mix" appears in Policy HNP1.  That is true, but Policy HNP1 is not a general housing policy: it refers specifically to the allocation of land for new-build dwellings.  The "balanced mix" concept cannot simply be imported from HNP1 into HNP10.  If the NPA intends to have regard, when considering planning applications for sub-division, to the preservation of a balanced mix of types and sizes of dwellings, then the policy should say as much.



4.104	The scope of the policy should also be clarified.  It refers at present only to larger properties (does this mean only residential properties - if so, amend the title).  However, the first sentence of the reasoned justification then goes on to refer to sub-division of small or modest-size properties, and says that this is unlikely to be acceptable where (for example) there are problems of off-street parking.  It does not, however, say that sub-division will not be permitted where such problems do not arise.  If such sub division is to be permitted, under what policy is it to be considered?  Certainly not HNP10, since that specifically applies only to larger dwellings.



4.105	The NPA may also wish to clarify whether the policy is intended to resist subdivision which would cause the loss of dwellings suitable for family occupation (perhaps only in certain identified areas) or which could cause the loss of permanent residential units to holiday accommodation.



4.106	Finally, it is not clear to me why it matters if the amenity of the units created by subdivision is significantly lower than that of neighbouring properties, provided it is still of an adequate standard.  One can imagine, for example, a large Victorian house being converted to quite acceptable flats.  The "amenity" of the flats ("amenity" being a term not defined) might well be considered to be significantly below that of the large single family dwellings either side; but would it matter in planning terms?



4.107	Because the NPA will need to make some basic policy decisions in recasting HNP10, I do not feel able to recommend any particular wording.  I should however say that the revised policy should deal with all sizes of dwellings, and should make specific reference to the need to maintain a balanced mix of dwelling types and sizes.



RECOMMENDATION



4.108	I recommend that Proposed Changes 25 and 26 are made, and that the Policy should be modified in the light of my comments above, at least to refer to the acceptability (or otherwise) of sub-division of all sizes of properties, and to the need to maintain a balanced mix of dwelling types and sizes.  The title should better reflect the scope of the policy by inserting the word "residential" in front of the word "properties".



POLICY HNP11  RESIDENTIAL CARAVANS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/226/1	)	Bourne Leisure Group Ltd

	PC/10/1	)



	DP/227/1	)	British Holiday and Home Parks Association Ltd

	PC/9/1	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



4.109	The policy does not reflect the circumstances that can arise on existing holiday parks, where residential accommodation is sometimes required for a warden, particularly in rural areas.  Residential caravans can provide the required site security, supervision and maintenance.  The policy should recognise these special circumstances.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.110	The NPA accepts that a warden's caravan could, if the need was demonstrated, be allowed as an exception to the policy of restraint in rural areas set out in Policy HNP6.  The reasoned justification to Policy HNP11 could usefully be extended to say so.  Later representations from the objector refer to Policy TSM13 of the South Pembrokeshire Local Plan (Proposed Changes, April 1997) and appear to request such a policy in PCNPLP; this is a new objection which goes beyond seeking an amendment to Policy HNP11.  These later representations also refer to permanently built dwellings as being appropriate for wardens on holiday parks.  Again, this goes beyond the scope of the original objection, which specifically stated that the need could be met by a caravan.



RECOMMENDATION



4.111	I recommend that Proposed Change 26 should be made, and that the reasoned justification to Policy HNP11 should say that proposals for residential caravans for wardens on holiday parks will be treated on their merits.



HNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/145/31		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



THE OBJECTION



4.112	A new policy is required (HNP6A) creating a presumption in favour of the rebuilding or renovation of derelict dwelling houses, including those abandoned and ruinous, within or outside settlements, specifically to meet the affordable housing needs of younger local families.  Detailed wording suggested, including an upper age limit for occupiers of 38 yrs.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



4.113	Policy BNP10 covers the rebuilding of ruins, although I have some reservations about wording.  It is noted there that renewed use of an empty dwelling where the residential use has not been abandoned or superseded may be permissable, and may not require planning consent.  The wording suggested by the objector is impractical.

�RECOMMENDATION



4.114	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



HNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/233/2		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTION



4.115	The plan should include a policy on gipsy sites (PC/32/11 indicates that the objection would be satisfied by Proposed Change 254).



RECOMMENDATION



4.116	I recommend that Proposed Change 254 should be made.

�CHAPTER 3 : EMPLOYMENT AND THE LOCAL ECONOMY



INTRODUCTION



5.1	This chapter comprises six policies, ENP1-6.  Policy ENP1 allocates 4.8ha of land for business uses, whilst Policy ENP2 deals with the protection of such land, together with land at The Salterns, Tenby and Grasfryn Lane, St Davids, from permanent non-business uses.  Policy ENP3 is a shopping policy (there is no shopping chapter in the plan) but is subject to considerable redrafting by Proposed Change 31.  The remaining policies are development control related.  A total of seven changes (including PC31) are proposed.  Only three objections have been made to policies in this chapter, together with one counter-objection to the proposed changes, which simply maintains an earlier objection.  A new Policy, ENP7, relating to retail development outside Tenby Town Centre, would be created by PC255.



THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY ENP3 : COMMERCIAL CORE AREAS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/233/3		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTION



5.2	The last part of the policy is too restrictive and goes beyond Government retail policy.  It is also not clear how "large scale" retail units are to be defined.  Rewording should reflect more closely PPG6, para 21, in respect of safeguarding the vitality and viability of existing centres.  (The objection is conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/1, pending adoption of PC31).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



5.3	The policy would be retitled "Retail Development" by PC31 which now distinguishes between the "town centre" of Tenby, and the "local shopping centres" of Saundersfoot.  St Davids, Newport and Lower Solva.  The wording objected to would be removed by this change.  The words "vitality and viability" do not appear, but would appear in Policy ENP7, in respect of retail development outside Tenby town centre (PC255).



RECOMMENDATION



5.4	I recommend that Proposed Changes 31 and 255 should be made.



POLICY ENP6 : BUSINESS ACCOMMODATION IN THE OPEN COUNTRYSIDE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/129/3		Country Landowners Association



	DP/224/87	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	PC/26/3	)



THE OBJECTIONS



5.5	(DP/129/3)  Criterion 3) of the policy should have regard to Policy ANP6, particularly the second criterion, ie that it should be complimentary to the main agricultural use.  (DP/224/87 and PC/26/3)  There should also be a criterion that any proposal must be compatible with its countryside location.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



5.6	Policy ENP6 deals with business accommodation in the countryside (the word "open" being dropped by PC 382) and is not just confined to proposals involving farm buildings, as is Policy ANP6.  I note that it is proposed (by PC267) to introduce a reference to ENP6 in the text to ANP6.  A similar cross-reference could be inserted here stating that proposals for farm diversification will be considered under Policy ANP6.



5.7	The wording of Policy ENP6 is not at all clear at present.  The reasoned justification says that new businesses outside settlements should be accommodated in existing buildings.  The policy then allows for extensions to an existing business use (criterion 1) or the use of a suitable existing building (criterion 2) or where directly related and ancillary to farming or other rural business (criterion 3).  "Farming" here obviously relates to the scope of Policy ANP6.  I am not clear what a "rural business" is, and how it differs from the existing business use in the countryside covered in criterion 1.  Criterion 4 then refers to new buildings which seems at variance with the principle that businesses should be accommodated in existing buildings.  Policy E11 of DSP presumes against new buildings for employment uses in the National Park, outside settlements.  There are no environmental criteria stated, although there are such criteria in policies ANP5 (Conversion of Modern Farm Buildings) and Policy ANP6.  In my view, the whole policy needs recasting.



5.8	The relationship between Policies ENP4 (Business Development), ENP5 (Compatibility of Business Uses with National Park Designation) and ENP6 could be improved, strengthened and clarified.  It appears to be intended that ENP4 deals with development in settlements, ENP6 with development outside settlements, and ENP5 with the compatibility of all business uses with National Park Purposes.  The logical order would therefore be:



	1.	Policy ENP5 (re-designated ENP4: same title)



	2.	Policy ENP4 (re-designated ENP5: Business Development in Settlements).



	3.	Policy ENP6 (re-titled: Business Development (not accommodation) in the Countryside).



5.9	The NPA may wish to consider whether it is appropriate for the new Policy ENP4 to refer to tourism related uses when there is a separate chapter on "Tourism" elsewhere in the plan.  The policy could be simplified to read:



	"Planning consent will not be given for business development which is incompatible with the purposes of National Park designation either within settlements or in the countryside".



5.10	This would meet the objection that there is no criterion that any proposal must be compatible with a countryside location, and it would at the same time apply to development within settlements.  Only the second paragraph of the reasoned justification ("All proposals ... culture and historic legacy) need be retained thus getting rid of references to "non-conforming uses" (an archaic term) and "anywhere development" (whatever that is!).



5.11	Policy ENP6 should be modified to read: (assuming I have correctly interpreted the intentions of the policy):



	"Outside settlements, proposals for new businesses should be accommodated through the conversion/adaptation of appropriate buildings, and permission for new buildings will not be granted.  Limited extensions to existing buildings may be permitted for either new or existing businesses.  Exceptionally, small-scale new buildings may be permitted where they arise out of the direct operational requirements of an existing user".



5.12	The reasoned justification can refer to proposals for farm diversification being considered in terms of Policy ANP6.  Reference can also be made to ANP5 and BNP11, and to the needs of larger scale rural businesses (see existing text).  The re-drafting of the three policies in the way suggested would also allow Policy BNP13 "Business Conversions" to be deleted.



RECOMMENDATION



5.13	I recommend that Policy ENP6 should be modified in the terms I have set out above, and that the NPA gives consideration to restructuring Policies ENP4, ENP5 and ENP6 as indicated above.

�CHAPTER 4 : SIGNS AND ADVERTISEMENTS



INTRODUCTION



6.1	This chapter consists of ten policies, of which the first (SNP1) deals with new and replacement shop front and the last (SNP10) with community information board.  The remainder deal with advertisements and signs.  With the exception of parts of Tenby, the whole of the National Park is an Area of Special Control of Advertisements.  Only Policy SNP5 (see below) is proposed for change, although there are minor changes to the text accompanying other policies.  There are four objections in respect of this chapter.



THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY SNP5 : SIGNS AT FIRST FLOOR LEVEL OR ABOVE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/233/4		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTION



6.2	The policy refers to signs which are more than 3.6m above floor level.  However, this is the permitted height in the ASCA only.  Outside this area, but still within the National Park (ie in parts of Tenby) the permitted height is 4.6m.  Line 2 of the policy should be amended accordingly (this objection is conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/2, in the light of PC34).



RECOMMENDATION



6.3	I recommend that Proposed Change 34 should be made.



POLICY SNP6 : ILLUMINATION OF SIGNS



6.4	OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/40/17		The Havens Community Council

	DP/268/16		Mr and Mrs E Mock



THE OBJECTIONS



6.5	(DP/40/17)  Limiting premises to a single externally-illuminated sign is over-restrictive, and the policy needs to contain an element of flexibility so that every case is considered on its merits.  (DP/268/16): List of types of sign not normally considered appropriate does not leave much choice:  better to list what would be found acceptable.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



6.6	Within a National Park and an Area of Special Control, it is to be expected that illuminated signs will be strictly controlled.  There is always an element of flexibility to take account of individual cases, since no application can be refused solely in terms of policy, but only in terms of amenity and public safety.  It is better for policies to set out general principles, rather than to try to list what might be acceptable in the wide variety of cases which must arise.



RECOMMENDATION



6.7	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY SNP7 : FORECOURTS OF BUSINESS PREMISES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/268/17		Mr and Mrs E Mock



THE OBJECTION



6.8	In the interests of public safety, all forecourts used by the public need to be adequately lit.  Why are petrol stations singled out for special attention?



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



6.9	The policy does not refer to general lighting levels of business forecourts.  It deals specifically with the requirement for petrol stations on main roads to have an internally illuminated pole sign, in the interests of road safety.



RECOMMENDATION



6.10	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�CHAPTER 5 : AGRICULTURE



INTRODUCTION



7.1	Some 70% of the area of the National Park is devoted to agriculture.  This chapter comprises six policies, ANP1-ANP6, to which seven objections have been made.  Some changes are proposed but they do not fundamentally alter the policies in the Deposit Draft.  There are six representations in respect of the changes, four of them of support, one of qualified support, and one reiterating the original objection.



THE OBJECTIONS



AGRICULTURE : INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/4		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



7.2	The introduction should refer to CAP reform.  (This is done by Proposed Change 37, which is supported by PC/44/1).



RECOMMENDATION



7.3	I recommend that Proposed Change 37 should be made.



POLICY ANP3 : NEW FARM BUILDINGS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/5		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



7.4	Whilst agreeing with the policy, the text should state that, in its implementation, the NPA will have regard to the cost of insisting upon high standards of design and materials.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



7.5	To qualify the policy in the way suggested would be largely to negate it.  I do, however, agree with the NPA's suggested Proposed Change 268, which would delete the first paragraph of the reasoned justification, which might be read as implying that the materials listed there would not comply with the policy.  This might well go much of the way to meet the objectors concerns.  (PC40, updating the reference to the GDO, and PC41 correcting a typeface error, should also be made).  As the policy is set out in "General Policies, Revised Wording (Part 1)" of May 1997, there should be a comma after "materials".



RECOMMENDATION



7.6	I recommend that Proposed Changes 40, 41 and 268 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY ANP4 : AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT REQUIRING EXPRESS PLANNING CONSENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/8		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/129/6		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTIONS



7.7	(DP/90/8)  The value of farm buildings for protected species such as barn owls and bats should be recognised before demolition is permitted.  (DP/129/6)  The policy is supported but the NPA needs to outline the procedure to remove modern agricultural buildings referred to in the accompanying text.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



7.8	The first objection was to be dealt with by Proposed Change 44 - now apparently subsumed within PC338.  As to the second objection, the availability of grants is mentioned, but the degree of detail which can be incorporated in a local plan is necessarily limited and prevents the objection being met.  The text could usefully mention the provisions of SI 366/1997, which came into force on 1 April of that year.



RECOMMENDATION



7.9	I recommend that Proposed Change 44 and 338 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY ANP5 : CONVERSION OF MODERN FARM BUILDINGS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/9		Dyfed Wildlife Trust



	DP/224/88	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/26/4	)



	DP/233/5		Welsh Office



	PC/44/3		Country Landowners Association

�THE OBJECTIONS



7.10	(DP/90/9)  As DP/90/8 above.  (DP/224/88 and PC/26/4): reference in the text to modern military buildings should be removed, and the conversion of such buildings made the subject of a separate policy in the appropriate chapter.  (DP/233/5) last criterion of policy goes beyond national policy, and requires environmental gain.  This objection is conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC43 : however, PC/44/3 is an objection to the proposed wording of PC43.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



7.11	The concerns of Dyfed Wildlife Trust can be met by PC44, (as they recognise in PC/2/1), which appears now to be subsumed in PC269.  The objections of both WO and CLA can be met by the words "the proposal does not cause demonstrable harm to the environment".  Policy ANP5 applies only to agricultural buildings, and three of its five criteria would not apply to military buildings (which would have a new criterion, historic importance).  The reference to military buildings should be deleted, and if necessary, an appropriate policy inserted in the following chapter.  The various Proposed Changes to this policy appear to have become a little confused, but I agree with the version on page 33 of "Part 1: GPRW", subject to one other observation.  I note that the accompanying text refers to buildings that are obtrusively located or isolated being unsuitable for conversion.  This appears to me to be a matter that should be in the policy itself, eg in an expanded criterion 5).



RECOMMENDATION



7.12	I recommend that the policy and reasoned justification should be modified as set out on page 33 of "Part 1: GPRW" subject to:



	i.	the deletion of the reference to military buildings.



	ii.	the inclusion of the reference to obtrusively located or isolated buildings in the policy itself.

�CHAPTER 6 : MILITARY USE



INTRODUCTION



8.1	The continued use of areas of the National Park by the military is of course, a contentious issue, although the plan also recognises the economic and employment contributions such uses make to the local economy.  The chapter consists of four policies DNP1-4.  The changes propose some rewording of the first two, including a mention of Manorbier as well as Castlemartin in DNP1.  There are twelve objections to the Deposit Draft, and two to the Proposed Changes.



THE OBJECTIONS



DNP : INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/141/1		MOD Defence Estate Organisation (Lands)

	DP/256/1		Council for National Parks



THE OBJECTIONS



8.2	Both objections relate to the Chapter's objective.  (DP/141/1) a reference should be included to the MOD's need for sustainable and justified development of its land.  (DP/256/1)  The objective should state that all MOD proposals will be regarded as "major development (Policy MNP1)" and should recognise the cumulative affect of small scale development.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.3	The objective already recognises that some MOD development may take place in the Park, and this is further supported by Policy DNP1, which explicitly deals with new or intensified military use.  As to the second objection, development is "major" because of its scope and nature, not because of who proposes it.  It also seems somewhat inconsistent to want all MOD development to be classified as "major" and to also want recognition of the cumulative effect of small changes.  Clearly, any modification which tends to meet the concerns of one objector will exacerbate those of the other.  The present balance seems about right.



RECOMMENDATION



8.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�DNP : GENERAL/OMISSIONS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/127/6	)	Friends of Pembs National Park

	DP/127/8	)

	DP/220/1		The Ramblers Association



THE OBJECTIONS



8.5	Large-scale military activities are incompatible with the statutory purposes of National Parks, although the planning constraints are understood.  There should be a policy to negotiate the fullest possible public access, with particular reference to Manorbier and Castlemartin.  The existing policies do not adequately cover the point.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.6	There is a continuing need for land to be available to the military.  Access to such land for the public is a matter for liaison between the MOD and the NPA, and an Integrated Land Management Plan for the Castlemartin and Manorbier ranges is to be prepared.  This is essentially a management, rather than a land-use planning, issue.



RECOMMENDATION



8.7	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY DNP1 : NEW OR INTENSIFIED MILITARY USE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/127/4	)	Friends of Pembs National Park

	PC/34/3	)

	DP/141/2		MOD Defence Estate Organisation (Lands)

	DP/256/2	)	Council for National Parks

	PC/47/1	)



THE OBJECTIONS



8.8	(DP/127/4)  Policy should state that new installations or more intensive use anywhere in the Park will be strongly resisted; and that resiting of military units within the Park to Castlemartin will be encouraged, provided this would not have an adverse effect on environment or public access.  PC46 would add a reference to Manorbier, and is objected to (by PC/34/3) as it extends the area available for military development.



8.9	(DP/141/2)  The policy should also refer to other land holdings, especially Penally and Manorbier, where technological development may necessitate change.



8.10	(DP/256/2)  All military developments should be tested against Policy MNP1 - Major Development, so that they are subject to rigorous examination, and only take place in the Park after alternatives have been examined.  (PC/47/1).  The reference to Manorbier in PC46 should be deleted.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.11	Whatever may be the ideal, the fact has to be faced that military use of parts of the National Park will continue into the foreseeable future.  Both the Castlemartin and Manorbier ranges pre-date the designation of the National Park, and also make an important contribution to the local economy.  The view may also be taken that military use has assisted conservation purposes in some respects.  Not all development is harmful; eg development at Manorbier has allowed a considerable reduction in the military training area, and the removal of some intrusive buildings.  A balance has to be struck between competing factors, and that has to be based on the reality of the situation as it currently exists, and as likely to exist in the foreseeable future.  Policy DNP1 seems to me to get the balance about right.  As to the suggestion that all military development should be treated as major, I have dealt with it above.  Penally is of nature conservation interest, and close to residential development, and hence unsuitable for intensification.



RECOMMENDATION



8.12	I recommend that Proposed Change 46 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY DNP2 : MOD LAND RELEASES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/11		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/256/5		Council for National Parks



THE OBJECTIONS



8.13	(DP/90/11)  Replace "conservation interest" with "nature conservation/ecological interest".  (DP/256/5)  Only military structures of historic importance should be protected.  (PC47 is supported by PC/47/2).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.14	The Dyfed Wildlife Trust objection does not appear to have been met.  Their PC/2/2 relates to the second part of the policy, and not to their original objection.  However, the reference to countryside makes it clear that "conservation" here includes "nature conservation", so no further amendment is necessary.  DP/256/5 is satisfied by PC47.  Since I have already recommended that Policy ANP5 should not also cover military buildings, this is the logical place to insert a policy in respect of conversion of modern military buildings, if the NPA wishes to do so.  The accompanying text would need to be amended accordingly.  PC339 amends a typographical error.



RECOMMENDATION



8.15	I recommend that Proposed Changes 47 and 339 should be made, and that the policy should be extended to cover re-use of modern military buildings, if the NPA considers it necessary.



POLICY DNP3 : PENALLY RANGE AND GILTAR



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/141/4		MOD Defence Estate Organisation (Lands)



THE OBJECTION



8.16	The policy should be amended to refer to Giltar Point Peninsular, not the entire land holding at Penally.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.17	The policy only comes into effect if the MOD withdraws from Penally, so no useful purpose would be served by amending it in the way sought.



RECOMMENDATION



8.18	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan by reason of this objection.



DNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/256/3		Council for National Parks



THE OBJECTION



8.19	The plan should state that all Circular 18/84 notifications must be accompanied by an environmental assessment.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



8.20	This would be clearly unreasonable.  The NPA can only apply EA requirements within the scope of the appropriate regulations, although Policy MNP2 would allow further information to be sought on large scale or sensitive proposals.

�RECOMMENDATION



8.21	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�CHAPTER 7 : PUBLIC SERVICES/UTILITIES



INTRODUCTION



9.1	This chapter covers a variety of topics, including water resources, flooding and coastal inundation, coastal defences, telecommunications, and unstable land.  There are nine policies, UNP1-9, of which three are proposed for material change (UNP6, UNP8, UNP9).  There are twelve objections to the Deposit Draft plan, half of them relating to telecommunications policy, and six to the proposed changes.  Although there is no objection to Policy UNP1 "Utilities: Operational Development", the NPA may wish to reconsider whether the third criterion, design, materials and technology of services, is a land use planning consideration and, indeed, whether it adds anything useful to the other two criteria.



9.2	My later recommendations (to MNP policies) propose that this chapter should be expanded to take in the new "Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy" section that would result from Proposed Change 371.  It would be re-titled "Public Utilities and Services/Renewable Energy", and would accommodate Policies MNP7, MNP8 and MNP9 (the latter created by PC299) that now form part of Chapter 14.  The other policies from that chapter would go to a new "General Development Policies" chapter, and Chapter 14 would be deleted.



THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY UNP6 : TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEVELOPMENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/3/2		Orange Personal Communications Services

	DP/47/1	)	Mercury Personal Communications Ltd

	PC/29/1	)

	DP/139/1		British Telecommunications Plc

	DP/181/1		Vodafone Ltd



THE OBJECTIONS



9.3	(DP/3/2)  The policy is welcomed in principle, but there is concern about its interaction with Policy MNP1: "Major Development Proposals".  It is difficult to see how any element of a telecommunications network could be "major" enough to merit treatment under the very strict criteria of this policy, yet the supporting text to UNP6 allows for this to happen.  The statement in UNP6 that, under certain circumstances, planning consent will not be given is too draconian.  A revised wording is suggested, which would allow for necessary development where no less environmentally damaging site is available.



9.4	(DP/47/1)  The policy is generally welcomed, but it requires rewording.  The policy is inflexible, contrary to Government guidance, and does not take full account of the nature of telecommunications development.  It is not possible for operators to refrain from locating in sensitive designated areas, nor is it possible to avoid some visual impact, even with mitigation.  The matters in the second criterion are covered by licence conditions.  There should be a presumption in favour of development.  (PC/29/1)  The new criterion introduced by PC49, relating to alternative sites, is ill-advised, and will lead to ambiguity and confusion about whether "satisfactory alternatives" really exist.



9.5	(DP/139/1)  The policy is unduly restrictive, and could be interpreted to preclude telecommunications development from large areas of the National Park.  The statement that consent will not be given for proposals prominent from public access points or adversely affecting the landscape should be deleted.



9.6	(DP/181/1)  The policy goes against national guidance, and should be replaced by the wording proposed.  The policy should not seek to concern itself with technical matters.  It is difficult to avoid masts being prominent because of technical requirements: indeed, taller and/or heavier masts may mean fewer masts will be required, and allow for future mast sharing.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



9.7	The policy, even as proposed to be changed, is not entirely satisfactory.  There is an internal inconsistency in saying that consent will be granted for telecommunications development which minimises visual impact, and also saying that consent will not be given for proposals which are prominent.  Masts are likely to be prominent, by their very nature, even when the visual impact has been ameliorated as far as possible.



9.8	National policy towards the development of telecommunications is positive in tone, but the need to protect the best and most sensitive environments remains fully valid, and this must obviously include National Parks.  It is a classic exercise in planning balance.  Paragraph 25 of the consultation draft of TAN(W)18 envisages cases where planning permission ought to be refused because of siting or appearance considerations, although a full understanding of technical constraints is necessary first.  This approach of balancing technical requirements against environmental considerations is not properly reflected in the last paragraph of the policy, which seeks to refuse developments because they are prominent, or adversely affect landscape character without reference to technical constraints.



9.9	A criteria-based policy, along the lines of that suggested by Vodafone, but also addressing the question of alternative sites, is the best approach.  I suggest the following wording:



	"In determining applications for telecommunications development, the NPA will have regard to:



		1.	the technical requirement to site the installation in the proposed location, including its significance as part of a planned system of provision;



		2.	the extent to which other technically satisfactory alternative locations are available which would be more environmentally acceptable, including locations outside the National Park;



		3.	the siting and external appearance of the apparatus, and the extent to which its detailed location and landscaping can minimise its environmental impact;



		4.	the extent to which it has been located so as to minimise its effect on the external appearance of any building on which it is to be installed;



		5.	in the case of large masts, that the possibility of erecting antennae on an existing structure has been explored, and that the need to take account of future network development, including that of other operators, has been considered".



9.10	The reasoned justification could remain unchanged, with its references to early consultation, and major developments.  Whether any particularly development is "major" must be a matter of fact and degree.  It is clearly envisaged by paragraph 11 of TAN(W)18 that telecommunications developments could be "major".



RECOMMENDATION



9.11	I recommend that Policy UNP6 should be reworded as I have set out above.



POLICY UNP7 : DEVELOPMENT CAUSING RADIO INTERFERENCE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/3/3		Orange Personal Communications Services



THE OBJECTION



9.12	The policy should be deleted as the matter is controlled by separate legislation.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



9.13	The matter can be a proper planning consideration, as is shown by paragraph 77 of PG(W), and paragraphs 31-33 of the consultation draft of TAN(W)18.



RECOMMENDATION



9.14	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY UNP8 : SERVICE DUCTS AND UNDERGROUNDING OF CABLES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/38/4	)

	PC/24/1	)	Dr Trevor Broom

	PC/24/2	)



	DP/129/7		Country Landowners Association



	DP/139/2	)	British Telecommunications Plc

	PC/35/1	)



	DP/164/1	)	SWALEC

	PC/36/1	)



	DP/222/2	)	National Grid

	PC/39/1	)



	DP/233/6		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTIONS



9.15	(DP/38/4)  Objection to wording in Deposit Draft.  Objection not met by PC50.  (PC/24/1 and PC/24/2) further changes suggested.



9.16	(DP/129/7)  Agrees with policy, but asks who is to pay for undergrounding, and how it is to be achieved in practice.



9.17	(DP/139/2 and PC/35/1; DP/164/1 and PC/36/1; DP/222/2)  Policy unacceptable and would place an unjustifiable financial, technical and logistic burden on statutory undertakers.  Undergrounding can have a harmful effect on flora, fauna and archaeology, and can disrupt agriculture.



9.18	(DP/233/6)  Applicants cannot be required to produce an "environmental gain".  Policy should be amended accordingly.  (Conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/4 in the light of PC50).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



9.19	The extent to which the policy will give rise to any difficulties in practice will depend upon how the phrase "significant adverse impact" is interpreted.  The reasoned justification, whilst noting that electrical equipment can be unsightly and intrusive, also notes the extent to which such matters lie outside the scope of planning control, or are "permitted development" in any event.



RECOMMENDATION



I recommend that Proposed Changes 50 and 271 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in the light of these objections.

�UNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/3/1		Orange Personal Communications Ltd



THE OBJECTION



9.20	The plan should contain a policy to encourage home-based working and tele-working, which would contribute to sustainable development.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



9.21	The point is mentioned in the Introduction to Chapter 3 (P27) of the plan.  I am not clear what form of development-control based policy the objector is seeking, or in what ways (if any) the plan is thought to be unsympathic to such developments.



RECOMMENDATION



9.22	I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�CHAPTER 8 : ROADS AND TRANSPORTATION



INTRODUCTION



10.1	The Highway Authority whose area of responsibility covers the National Park is Pembrokeshire County Council.  The NPA is consulted by them on all relevant highways works and improvement schemes and the plan's policies are intended to encourage the adoption of an approach sympathetic to the particular characteristics of the National Park.  The chapter contains eleven policies, TNP1-TNP11, seven of which are affected by Proposed Changes.  There are 18 objections to the Deposit Draft (excluding DP/38/2: see below) and one to the Changes.



THE OBJECTIONS



TNP : INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/224/89		Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/233/7	)	Welsh Office

	DP/233/8	)



THE OBJECTIONS



10.2	(DP/224/89)  The role of the plan in providing a strategic framework for an integrated transport strategy could be referred to.  (DP/233/7 and 8)  References to PPG13 "Transport" should be deleted, as it was never issued in Wales (conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC52).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.3	The NPA is not the Highway Authority, and the plan is not the vehicle for a strategic framework approach.  The references to PPG13 (England only) should be deleted to avoid any confusion.  Some reference to PG(W) might be thought appropriate.



RECOMMENDATION



10.4	I recommend that Proposed Change 52 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections, unless the NPA wish to refer to Planning Guidance (Wales).



POLICY TNP1 : REDUCTION OF TRAFFIC GENERATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/171/23	)

	DP/171/24	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/25	)

	DP/265/5		West Wales 21



THE OBJECTIONS



10.5	(DP/171/23-25)  The principle of road traffic reduction is supported.  However, criteria (1) and (4) could be mutually contradictory; ie resisting development in remote areas and sustaining local services and employment.  Criterion (2) - seeking to concentrate development in existing towns and villages is against the spirit of DSP, and should also refer to "smaller settlements".  The word "concentrate" should be replaced by "direct".  (DP/265/5)  The concentration of facilities and development does not necessarily help community self-reliance and reduce the need to travel.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.6	These objections relate to the differing views of a desirable settlement pattern dealt with in the "Housing" chapter, and to the degree to which that pattern should be dispersed rather than concentrated.  Both Government guidance and DSP envisage a nucleated pattern of development, resisting a more sporadic pattern of development in the rural areas.  There is no real discrepancy between DSP and PCNPLP, the latter having received a Certificate of General Conformity with the former.  It is a question of how a "settlement" is defined, a matter dealt with in the "Housing" chapter of this report.  The plan generally disperses development throughout the National Park, to the extent that it is compatible with environmental objectives, and with the nature of existing settlements and the facilities they offer.  It is difficult to see how a markedly more dispersed pattern could reduce travel by private transport.  When, and if, criteria (1) and (4) conflict in respect of any particular proposal, a planning judgement will have to be made on the facts of the case, and in the light of plan policies read as a whole.



RECOMMENDATION



10.7	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY TNP2 : ROAD CAPACITY AND DEVELOPMENT



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/8		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



10.8	The policy is negatively phrased, and restrictive, and fails to distinguish between agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  A revised wording is suggested.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.9	The rewording does not change anything of substance, and does not itself reflect any distinction between agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  I am not sure why that distinction is seen as valid anyway.  Changes in the pattern of agricultural use of existing agricultural land would not generally be controllable by planning, even if they gave rise to traffic or highway problems.  Any new uses giving rise to such problems should be treated equally, whether agricultural or otherwise.



RECOMMENDATION



10.10	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY TNP3 : RELOCATION OF BUSINESSES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/9		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



10.11	No indication is given of how this policy is to be put into effect.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.12	I agree with this objection, and note that Proposed Change 54 indicates how this might be done.



RECOMMENDATION



10.13	I recommend that Proposed Change 54 should be made.



POLICY TNP4 : ACCESSES ONTO THE HIGHWAY



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/10		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



10.14	The policy is supported, but the second paragraph seeking to protect hedgebanks and hedgerows from damage by accesses, should have the rider "unless such features can be substantially reinstated", to reflect the supporting text.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.15	I agree with this objection, and note that Proposed Change 55 (with which the objector agrees, under PC/44/4) addresses the point.



RECOMMENDATION



10.16	I recommend that Proposed Change 55 should be made.



POLICY TNP6 : RIGHTS OF WAY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/16		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/220/2		The Ramblers Association



THE OBJECTIONS



(DP/90/16)  Substitute "nature conservation" for "the environment" in the third paragraph of the reasoned justification.  (DP/220/2)  The wording of the last sentence of the third paragraph of the reasoned justification should follow that of S119 of the Highways Act 1980.  [The attempt to change the words "acceptable diversion" in the policy itself to "statutory diversion" appears to be a new objection, not duly made].



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.17	To change "the environment" to "nature conservation" appears to me to reduce the scope of what is covered.  I have no objection, however, to adding the words "including nature conservation" in brackets after "the environment", as proposed by PC57, which is (PC/2/3) acceptable to the objector.



10.18	The policy deals with diversions under planning, rather than highways, legislation.  I support PC272, which is now subsumed in PC342.



RECOMMENDATION



10.19	I recommend that Proposed Change 57 and 342 (including PC272) should be made.



POLICY TNP7 : ROAD IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/17		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/129/11		County Landowners Association

	DP/220/3	)	The Ramblers Association

	PC/45/1	)



THE OBJECTIONS



10.20	(DP/90/17)  Change " conservation value" to "nature conservation value".  (DP/220/3 and PC/45/1) Paragraph 7.4 has an urban bias, whereas walking is also an important activity in rural areas.  The needs of pedestrians require detailed planning in all road schemes, and should be put first.  PC58, adding the words "where appropriate" diminishes even further the importance given to pedestrians.  Additional wording is suggested.  (DP/129/11)  The policy should reflect the fact that some road improvement schemes may be necessary to serve the needs of the local community and the economy.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.21	As to the policy itself, the point about the community and the economy has some force.  If the criteria listed in the first paragraph of the reasoned justification are to be used in assessing schemes, they would be better located in the policy itself.  I suggest that the policy be re-worded as follows, and that the first paragraph of the reasoned justification then be deleted:



	"All proposals for road schemes in the National Park will be subject to the most rigorous examination by the NPA, whether they are the subject of formal planning applications or consultations by the Highway Authority, and those which are not clearly necessary will be resisted or discouraged.  Consideration of proposals will normally include an assessment of:"



	•	three criteria (as presently set out in the RJ), plus a fourth criterion (see para 10.22 below)



10.22	The second part of the policy (beginning `High Standards)' could become part of the text.  I do not recommend replacing the word "conservation" in this paragraph by the phrase "nature conservation", since the former is clearly broader than, and subsumes, the latter, and to make the change sought would limit and weaken the policy.  Turning then to the rest of the reasoned justification, I am content to see it remain as it is.  I am not happy with PC58.  The needs of pedestrians will always be a consideration and I do not agree with adding the words "where appropriate".  The Ramblers Association is correct to suggest that the text has about it the feeling that it is designed to cover detailed considerations only, and those mainly in an urban environment.  One way of meeting this criticism would be to add a fourth criterion to the policy:



	iv)	the impact on pedestrian patterns of movement, and the extent to which any adverse effect can be ameliorated.



This would make it clear that the impact on pedestrians, including ramblers, was to be part of the assessment of any scheme.  If that was done, paragraph 7.4 could then be left as in the Deposit Draft, dealing with detailed matters of amelioration.

�RECOMMENDATION



10.23	I recommend that the policy should be re-written as indicated above, with the three criteria for assessment embodied in the policy, together with a new criterion concerned with pedestrian impact: PC58 should not be made to paragraph 7.4.



POLICY TNP8 : SAFEGUARDING OF LAND FOR ROAD IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/4/1		Mr P C Jenkins

	DP/224/90		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTIONS



10.24	(DP/4/1)  Objection to a road improvement scheme at Llanychaer (not listed in this policy).  (DP/224/90)  Objection to inclusion of Freshwater East Stage III.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.25	(DP/4/1)  The road is not listed in Policy TNP8, but is shown on the Settlement Statement Map.  The proposal goes back over 20 years, but is not in the current TPP.  The scheme has not been abandoned, however, but there is no evidence it will come forward during the plan period.  Accordingly, the NPA propose to delete it from the settlement statement, leaving the land designated under Policy CNP8, as an open space.  Since it is anomalous to show it on the settlement map when it is not listed for safeguarding under Policy TNP8, I agree with this course of action.



10.26	I note that the NPA considers that the Freshwater East Stage III proposal is still necessary.  In that case, its line should continue to be safeguarded.



RECOMMENDATION



10.27	I recommend the deletion of safeguarding of the road improvement scheme at Llanychaer, from the Settlement Statement Map, leaving the site covered by an open space designation under Policy CNP8; and the continued safeguarding of the road line of Freshwater East Phase III under Policy TNP8.



[NOTE:  Objection DP/38/2 by Dr Trevor Broom.  This is, in fact, an objection to SD6/TNP11, in respect of St Davids, rather than to the policy per se.  I have dealt with it in the settlement statement].

�POLICY TNP11 : TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/135/2		Marloes and St Brides Community Council



THE OBJECTION



10.28	The policy should also deal with small communities, like Marloes, which are adversely affected by through traffic.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



10.29	The point is covered by Proposed Change 61.



RECOMMENDATION



10.30	I recommend that Proposed Change 61 should be made.

�CHAPTER 9 : LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION



INTRODUCTION



11.1	This is a wide-ranging chapter, covering such matters as the conservation of landscape character, the coastal zone, common land, trees and archaeology.  There are thirteen policies, LNP1-13 in this chapter, which is one of three dealing with conservation issues, the others being nature conservation and building conservation.  There were 21 objections at Deposit Draft stage and, although the policies themselves remain substantially unchanged, a number of changes are proposed to the accompanying text.  There are three objections to the proposed changes (excluding PC/30/1 and PC/30/2).



THE OBJECTIONS



LNP : INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/150/1		Dyfed Archaeological Trust



THE OBJECTION



11.2	The whole landscape is historic, manifesting the effect of 6,000 years of successive occupation and use.  This is not sufficiently brought out in the plan, and a paragraph or two in the introduction about the time-depth of the landscape and the inter-relationship of features would be valuable.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.3	Proposed Change 256 seems to cover the point.



RECOMMENDATION



11.4	I recommend that Proposed Change 256 should be made.



POLICY LNP1 : CONSERVATION OF LANDSCAPE CHARACTER



OBJECTIONS NOS:



	DP/90/23		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/129/12		Country Landowners Association

	DP/257/10		Environment Agency

�THE OBJECTIONS



11.5	(DP/90/23)  Trees and shrubs should be of local provenance.  (DP/129/12)  It should be indicated that non-traditional materials may be permitted in appropriate cases on grounds of cost.  The phrase "quiet enjoyment" was made obsolete by Section 61 of the Environment Act 1995.  (DP/257/10)  "Traditional features" should include "watercourses".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.6	Proposed Changes 63 and 64 cover the points made respectively by the Environment Agency and Dyfed Wildlife Trust (who have indicated their support by PC/2/4).



11.7	The reference to "characteristic detailing" does not automatically imply high-cost materials.  The intention behind the policy is appropriate, and a reference in it to cost would vitiate it, for all practical purposes.  Whilst I accept that there is no embargo on the use of the phrase "quiet enjoyment" for planning purposes, it seems to me, as I say elsewhere, a phrase particularly likely to be misunderstood by the general public, and one best avoided.  I suggest "public enjoyment" instead.  See also my comments on Policy LNP6.



RECOMMENDATION



11.8	I recommend that Proposed Change 63 and 64 should be made, and that the phrase "quiet enjoyment" in paragraph 3 of the reasoned justification should be replaced by "public enjoyment".



POLICY LNP2 : COASTAL ZONE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/139/3		British Telecommunications Plc

	DP/222/3		SWALEC Plc

	DP/224/91	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/224/92	)

	DP/226/2		Bourne Leisure Group Ltd

	DP/227/2		British Holiday and Home Parks Association Ltd



THE OBJECTIONS



11.9	(DP/139/3 and DP/222/3)  The policy should acknowledge that it may be necessary for statutory undertakers to carry out operational development outside settlement limits.  (DP/224/91 and 92) "Buildings" should be replaced by "development"; there should be a reference to SSSI's and SAC's/SPA's  (DP/226/2 and 227/2)  Mention should be made of the requirement for buildings at coastal leisure parks, under Policy VNP5.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.10	The "coastal zone" for the purposes of this policy is defined as the whole National Park minus the Preseli Hills.  Given the nature of the National Park, this seems a wholly artificial distinction, and I do not see how the boundary of LNP2 is to be drawn in practice.  The policies I have recommended in place of HNP4, ie NP2 "Development in the Countryside" and NP3 "Development within Settlements", remove the need for Policy LNP2.  They make a clear distinction in policy terms between settlement and countryside and Policy LNP2, which deals with some countryside only, would blur that clear distinction.  I recommend that it be deleted.  Any text which the NPA wished to keep could be relocated.



RECOMMENDATION



11.11	I recommend that Policy LNP2 should be deleted from the plan.



POLICY LNP3 : COMMON LAND



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/13		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



11.12	The objector agrees with the policy in principle, but wishes to see a reference in the text to co-operation with local landowners/farmers.  (The objection is met by PC67, which the objector supports by PC/44/5).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.13	The first sentence of the policy deals with management issues that are not relevant to a local plan, and should be relocated to the text, or deleted.



RECOMMENDATION



11.14	I recommend that Proposed Change 67 (and PC68 and PC345) should be made and that the first sentence of the policy should be removed.



POLICY LNP5 : TREES AND WOODLAND



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/50/1		Forestry Authority

	DP/90/21		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

�THE OBJECTIONS



11.15	(DP/50/1)  The objector welcomes the policy, but seeks addition to text in respect of Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland.  (DP/90/1) Delete word "significant".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.16	The deletion of "significant" would make the policy too broad in its application (ie it would safeguard trees and woodland of "insignificant" amenity, nature conservation or landscape merit).  The other objection is met by PC69.  The NPA may wish to consider amalgamating Policies LNP5 and LNP7 or, indeed, combining both with LNP1.



RECOMMENDATION



11.17	I recommend that Proposed Change 69 should be made, but that no further modifications to the policy should be made in response to these objections.



POLICY LNP6 : NEW PLANTING AND LANDSCAPING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/50/2		Forestry Authority

	DP/90/19	)

	DP/90/20	)	Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	PC/2/6	)



THE OBJECTIONS



11.18	(DP/90/19)  There should be a reference in the supporting text to species being of local provenance.  (DP/90/20 and PC/2/6) Planting of rough unplanted grassland should be promoted.  (DP/50/2) The policy appears to contain a general presumption against the use of conifers and non-native broadleaves, which is too restrictive and limits the opportunity to establish multi-purpose woodland.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.19	In large part, these objections stem from the assumption that the scope of the policy is intended to be much wider than is, in fact, the case.  This is because the title of the policy is insufficiently precise; it could be changed to "Landscaping of New Development".  If that is done, and PC70 and PC346 are made, then the objectors concerns should be overcome.  However, the policy covers the same ground as LNP1, with which it could advantageously be combined.



RECOMMENDATION



11.20	I recommend that the policy should be deleted and a criterion in respect of new planting and landscaping added to Policy LNP1.



POLICY LNP8 : ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/129/14	)	Country Landowners Association

	PC/44/6	)

	DP/150/2		Dyfed Archaeological Trust



THE OBJECTIONS



11.21	(DP/129/14 and PC/44/6) The word "adversely" should be deleted, and the phrase "would have significantly adverse effect" substituted.  (DP/150/2)  It is not clear how the "most important non-scheduled sites" are to be defined, as they are not shown on the Proposals Map.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.22	I want to look first at some general points about the plan's coverage of archaeology.  There are three relevant policies LNP8, 11 and 12 and all need to be read together.  It would facilitate this if they were set out consecutively in the plan.  The logical order would be



	  i.	LNP11	:	Archaeological Investigation

	 ii.	LNP8		:	Remains of National Importance

	iii.	LNP12	:	Remains of Local Importance



11.23	The present policy would then deal only with nationally important remains, and it should follow national policy more explicitly.  As at present drafted, the first paragraph seems to cover all remains, and to say that they will be conserved.  This goes beyond national policy, and is not easily reconciled with Policy LNP12, which clearly recognises that some remains will not merit permanent preservation.



11.24	The first paragraph of the policy should simply be deleted as the wording is too broad.  The second paragraph could advantageously be reworded slightly to say:



	"Planning consent will not be given for proposals which would have a materially adverse effect upon archaeological remains of national importance, whether or not these are Scheduled Ancient Monuments, and/or their settings".



11.25	The introduction of the word "materially" would meet the substance of the first objection.  The second objection - the definition of "national importance" raises more difficulties.  Proposed Change 275 would identify the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) maintained by Cambria Archaeology (formerly Dyfed Archaeological Trust) as being a formal record of such sites.



11.26	I have no knowledge of the nature and status of the relevant SMR, but I have worked with other SMR's, notably in the South Midlands.  These were invaluable documents, properly used, but they were simply a collection ("ragbag" would be too harsh a term) of sites (of varying importance) historical references, find spots, possible lines of Roman roads, etc etc.  Inclusion on the SMR did not represent any judgement as to relative importance.  Unless the inclusion of a site on the Dyfed SMR followed a systematic evaluation of the relative importance of a site, using recognised and explicit criteria, it cannot follow that inclusion of a site is evidence of national importance, and it would be a misuse of the SMR to use it as a definitive list of such sites.



11.27	There are two ways of dealing with the difficulty (assuming that the SMR is not a definitive list of sites of national importance).  One is to list non-scheduled sites of national importance in an appendix.  A letter from the objector suggests that they have prepared a list of such sites.  The other is not to attempt a list at present, but to leave any proposal to be considered on the basis of the known facts.  Without further information, I am unable to recommend which course of action to take.



11.28	Policy LNP8, as re-drafted above, would now deal with nationally-important remains (not the ill-defined "most important" sites of the Deposit version).  PG(W) also allows for other unscheduled remains of more than local importance to be identified as worthy of preservation, and I recommend that consideration be given to identifying any such known sites in the plan.  As a counterpart to Policy LNP8, the NPA may wish to consider some rewording of Policy LNP12, to complement it.  I suggest something along these lines:



	"Development which would materially adversely affect sites of local archaeological importance and/or their settings, will be resisted and development proposals should seek to provide for the preservation of such remains in situ.  Where the preservation of archaeological remains in situ is not justified in the circumstances of the case (having regard to the intrinsic importance of the remains and the need for the proposed development) the NPA will ensure before granting planning permission that the developer has made appropriate and satisfactory provision for the excavation and recording of the remains, which should be carried out before development commences.  Provision should also be made for the analysis and subsequent publication of the results".



11.29	This would achieve two objectives.  It would recognise that, whilst preservation in situ was desirable, a balancing exercise might sometimes be necessary; and that preservation by record would then be required.



RECOMMENDATION



11.30	I recommend that



	  i.	three "archaeology" policies be grouped together, in the order 	LNP11,LNP8,LNP12.



	 ii.	Policy LNP8 be reworded as set out above



	iii.	the NPA gives consideration to:



		a.	rewording Policy LNP12, as indicated.



		b.	listing non-scheduled sites of National Importance.



		c.	listing other sites of more than local importance.



POLICY LNP11 : ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS OF UNKNOWN IMPORTANCE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/233/9	)

	DP/233/10	)	Welsh Office

	PC/32/12	)



THE OBJECTIONS



11.31	The Deposit version of the policy is too restrictive, and it should more closely follow national guidance.  Proposed Change 77 helps to clarify it, but criterion (2) does not reflect PG(W), para 134.  The plan should not seek to rule out the possibility of development under any circumstances, since other factors may need to be weighed.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.32	I have referred above to the need to read the three archaeology policies together, and suggested that this policy should be placed first, and deal with archaeological investigation.  At present, it deals with both investigation, and subsequent policy in respect of the proposed development in a way incompatible with Policy LNP12.  This is illogical, and this policy should deal only with the need to establish the nature of the archaeological resource that will be affected by the proposed development.  Once the nature of the resource is established, it will then fall to be considered under either LNP8 (if of national importance) or LNP12 (if not).  I recommend a rewording of LNP11 as follows:



	"Where development proposals may affect remains of archaeological importance, developers will be required to submit an evaluation of the character, extent and importance of the remains and the extent to which the proposed development is likely to affect them, prior to determination of the application".



The reasoned justification could then refer to subsequent consideration of the application in terms of Policies LNP8 and LNP11.



RECOMMENDATION



11.33	I recommend that the policy should be retitled "Archaeological Investigation" and reworded as shown above.

�LNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/90/18		Dyfed Wildlife Trust



THE OBJECTION



11.34	There should be a policy dealing with the management of roadside verges.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



11.35	This is a management issue, not a land use planning issue, and hence is unsuitable for the local plan.



RECOMMENDATION



11.36	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



[NOTE:  Objections PC/30/1 and PC/30/2 to Policies LNP2 and 3 are dealt with together with DP/119 under FWE3].



�CHAPTER 10 : NATURE CONSERVATION



INTRODUCTION



12.1	This short, but important chapter, has five policies, NNP1-5.  Fairly extensive alterations are proposed, particularly to Policy NNP2 (sites protected by International and National Designations, and Species Protected by Statute) and the accompanying text.  Fifteen objections were received to the Deposit Draft (excluding DP/268/15: see below), and there are fifteen to the Proposed Changes.



THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY NNP1 : NATURE CONSERVATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/26		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/129/15	)	Country Landowners Association

	PC/44/7	)



THE OBJECTIONS



12.2	(DP/90/26)  The policy should presume against "any" harm to nature conservation, not just "significant" harm.  (DP/129/15 and PC/44/7)  The policy (and NNP3) will need re-writing in the context of the objection to NNP2.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



12.3	This is a useful general-purpose policy, and should be retained.  The change sought by Dyfed Wildlife Trust would make it too broad.  PC79 appears to be superseded by PC277/PC350 (apparently the same change given two different numbers).  See also my conclusions on Policy NNP4.



RECOMMENDATION



12.4	I recommend that Proposed Change 350 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NNP2 : SITES PROTECTED BY INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL DESIGNATIONS, AND SPECIES PROTECTED BY STATUTE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/113/6		Milford Haven Port Authority



	DP/129/16	)

	PC/44/8	)	Country Landowners Association

	PC/44/9	)

	PC/44/10	)



	DP/224/93	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	PC/26/15	)



	DP/233/11	)

	DP/233/12	)

	DP/233/13	)	Welsh Office

	DP/233/14	)

	PC/32/9	)



	PC/27/1	)	CPRW

	PC/27/3	)



THE OBJECTIONS



12.5	(DP/113/6)  The restriction on development within possible SAC's would unnecessarily constrain important economic development potential.



12.6	(DP/129/16 and PC/44/8, 9, 10)  Policy does not follow Government guidance and does not distinguish clearly between statutory and non-statutory sites, and the classes of statutory site.  There should be a separate policy dealing with species protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act, and badgers.  Text should acknowledge that conditions can be imposed to mitigate impact.  Alternative wording suggested.



12.7	(DP/224/93 and PC/26/15)  No candidate SAC's known to host priority species or habitats, so imperative reasons of over-riding public interest too narrowly defined.  Consultation role of CCW should be mentioned.  References in policy to species protected under WCA, and to badgers, should be combined.  PC80 supported but rewording of criterion 4 suggested.



12.8	(DP/233/11-14 and PC/32/9)  Policy does not distinguish between national and international designations, giving same degree of protection to both.  The "exceptional circumstances" criteria are too strict for national designations.  The words "adversely affect" should be qualified by the word "significantly".  No need for references to species covered by E C Birds Directive and Habitat Directive, as they are already covered by the references to SPA's and SAC's.  Reference to "proposed SPA's should be to "potential SPA's".  All these objections are conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC80, subject to PC/32/9, which seeks revised presentation, to make a clearer distinction between international, national and local designations.



12.9	(PC/27/1 and 3)  Additional wording suggested about Habitat Regulations and review of extant planning permissions, and in respect of candidate SAC's.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



12.10	Many of these objections are met by Proposed Change 80, with which I am in general agreement, particularly when Proposed Changes 279 and 280 are made.  To further clarify the policy, I suggest that the first paragraph has a sub-heading "International Sites" and the third paragraph has the sub-heading "National Sites and Protected Species".  I take it that in criterion 2, the word `or' is a mistake for `of'.



12.11	I recommend that the new second paragraph be deleted.  It has been added by Proposed Change 351, but it is not clear to me why.  It is not a proper local plan policy, since it deals with what the Secretary of State will do, rather than what the NPA will do; the NPA simply cannot have a policy that the Secretary of State "shall" do something.  It is taken from paragraph 13 of TAN(W)5, but the preceding paragraph is omitted, even though the two are clearly meant to be read together.  If the NPA wishes to add to the explanatory text that development adversely affecting an SPA or an SAC must be notified to the Secretary of State and that the proposal will normally be called-in where it has a significant effect, then it is quite free to do so; but the second paragraph of the policy must go.



12.12	I am also concerned about the reference to "possible" SAC's in the first paragraph of the policy.  Paragraph 108 of PG(W) makes it clear that candidate SAC's are to be treated in the same policy terms as designated SAC's, but this policy goes beyond that guidance.  I understand that "possible" SAC's are those on the consultative list issued in March 1995, but not yet submitted to the European Commission.  A Welsh Office letter of 7 March 1996 stated that the Government had not explicitly given policy protection to these sites, but that their possible SAC status was likely to be a material consideration in examining any development proposals.  I agree entirely with that view, but the proposed policy goes several stages further, and seeks to treat such sites as if already of candidate status.  I strongly recommend that the reference to "possible SAC's" be deleted from the policy.  However, a reference to such sites in the supporting text, saying that their possible SAC status will be a consideration in determining applications, would be permissable.



12.13	The logic of the situation is that International and National sites will be considered under Policy NNP2 and Regional and Local sites under NNP3.  However, the last paragraph of the policy refers to Statutory Local Nature Reserves which, it says, are "also usually SSSI's".  This is factually incorrect, they may or may not be SSSI's.  However in any case, it is their SSSI status only which makes them of national importance, and hence subject  to NNP2.  If they are not SSSI's then they fall under NNP3.  To list LNR's under Policy NNP2 is, therefore, confusing and blurs the distinction between NNP2 sites and NNP3 sites.  The reference should be removed from the policy (the reference to statutory and non-statutory reserves (if not designated SSSI's) in Policy NNP3 is quite clear, and can remain).  Corresponding changes will also need to be made to paragraph 1.2 of the margin note to the text (see my conclusions on Policy NNP5).  I am satisfied that no further changes of wording need to be made in response to the other objections.

�RECOMMENDATION



12.14	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Changes 80, 279 and 280 should be made, subject to: a) the deletion of the reference to "possible" SAC's; and b) the deletion of the reference to "Statutory Local Nature Reserves (which are also usually SSSI's)".



	 ii.	Proposed Change 351 should be made, subject to the deletion of the second paragraph, dealing with the necessary compensatory measures and Natura 2000.



	iii.	Sub-headings be added to the policy "International Sites" to paragraph 1 and "National Sites and Protected Species" to paragraph 2.



	 iv.	The NPA considers modifying the accompanying text in the way I have outlined above.



POLICY NNP3 : REGIONAL AND LOCAL SITES AND SPECIES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/28	)	Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	PC/2/8	)



	DP/129/17	)

	PC/44/11	)	Country Landowners Association

	PC/44/12	)



	PC/47/4		Council for National Parks



THE OBJECTIONS



12.15	(DP/90/28 and PC/2/8)  Remove the word "significantly" from the policy.  (DP/129/17, PC/44/11 and 12)  Suggests deletion of Policies NNP1, 2 and 3 and replacement with a new policy.  (PC/47/4)  Points out a typographical error.



[NOTE:  Objection no DP/268/15 by Mr and Mrs E Mock is really a site-specific objection in respect of Broad Haven, and I have dealt with it in that section of this report].



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



12.16	PC282 would substitute the phrase "cause demonstrable harm", which seems to me to strike an appropriate balance.  The various changes proposed, together with the modifications I have recommended to Policy NNP2, should meet the substance of the CLA's objections.  PC322 would correct the typographical error.  There are also two errors on page 60 of GPRW: part 1.  It is stated that Local Nature Reserves are usually SSSI's and that they must be approved by CCW before they can be designated.  Neither statement is correct.  The true situation is reflected in the amended text to Policy NNP5.  LNR's may be SSSI's, and CCW must be consulted.



RECOMMENDATION



12.17	 I recommend that Proposed Changes 83, 84, 282, 322 and 352 should be made and that the errors identified above should be corrected.



POLICY NNP4 : HABITAT CREATION AND MANAGEMENT FOR NATURE CONSERVATION INTEREST



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/90/30		Dyfed Wildlife Trust



THE OBJECTION



12.18	Request a reference to the importance of preliminary wildlife survey (PC85 supported by PC/2/9).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



12.19	I cannot easily see what this "policy" adds to NNP1.  It is, in fact, a pious exhortation rather than a policy.  It is not a development control policy and it does not commit the NPA to any course of action.



RECOMMENDATION



12.20	I recommend that this policy should be deleted because it is otiose.  The NPA may wish to add a few appropriate words to the accompanying text to Policy NNP1 as a result.



POLICY NNP5 : LOCAL NATURE RESERVES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/129/18		Country Landowners Association



	DP/224/94	)

	DP/224/95	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	PC/26/20	)

	PC/26/22	)



	PC/32/13		Welsh Office

�THE OBJECTIONS



12.21	(DP/129/18)  Wording of policy is confusing about what is a "statutory" designation.  (DP/224/94)  CCW must be consulted about LNR's, but does not formally approve them.  PC88 is objected to by PC/26/22.  (DP/224/95)  LNR's are not usually SSSI's.  (PC/26/20 and PC/32/13)  Draw attention to a typing error.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



12.22	I have become a little confused here by the proposed changes to the proposed changes (to the proposed changes?).  The easiest way to deal with the matter is to say that I agree with the version set out on page 63 of Part 1: GPRW (May 1997).  These would, inter alia, delete the statements that LNR's are usually SSSI's and that LRN's must be formally approved by CCW.  However, both these statements still appear in the text to Policy NNP3 on P60 of the same document, and should be corrected.  Since the designation of LNR's is not a local plan function, this matter should be covered in explanatory text, not expressed as a policy.



RECOMMENDATION



12.23	I recommend that the policy should be deleted and the text should be modified as set out on page 63 of Part 1: GPRW (May 1997).



�CHAPTER 11 : BUILDING CONSERVATION AND BUILDING CONVERSIONS



INTRODUCTION



13.1	This is the third of the "conservation" chapters, and it covers a wide range of matters in its sixteen policies, BNP1-BNP16.  I have to say that the logic of including some of the policies under this heading is not readily apparent, and that the intended scope of some of the policies is not as clear as it might be.  There were sixteen objections at Deposit Stage (17 if DP/146/2 is included here, rather than under Policy HNP3).  The policies objected to were BNP1, BNP2, BNP5, BNP6, BNP9 and BNP10, ie six of the 16 policies.  Two further objections were made into the proposed changes to Policy BNP1.



13.2	I have no mandate to make recommendations in respect of policies to which there are no objections.  However, I feel it necessary to make some observations which the NPA may wish to consider.  Policies do not stand alone and it is sometimes difficult to make recommendations about a policy to which there are objections without having a "knock-on" effect on other policies to which there are no objections.



13.3	This chapter deals, inter alia, with Conservation Areas and listed buildings.  Generally speaking I would expect to see a "suite" of five policy areas (although they might be expressed as other than five policies) within any local plan covering these two topics.  They are:



	  i.	development control criteria applicable to Conservation Areas.



	 ii.	criteria to be applied to the demolition of unlisted buildings in Conservation Areas.



	iii.	changes of use in listed buildings (and in Conservation Areas, if the policy is more stringent than that applied elsewhere).



	 iv.	development control criteria for proposals affecting listed buildings or their setting.



	  v.	criteria for demolition of listed buildings.



13.4	I recognise, of course, that applications for Conservation Area Consent or Listed Building Consent do not fall within the scope of S54A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  However, when considering whether to grant planning permission for a development which affects a listed building or its setting, Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes a duty to have special regard to preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  Similarly, Section 72(1) of the same Act imposes a duty under the Planning Acts to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a Conservation Area.  These are general duties applicable to development control; and hence the relevant policies should appear in the Local Plan.  Similarly, policies relevant to the demolition of listed buildings, or unlisted buildings in Conservation Areas, should appear in the plan, since they will affect the view taken of planning proposals which entail such demolitions, even though the applications to demolish will be made under the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act.



13.5	Applying this approach, I have looked for the relevant policies in PCNPLP.  Conservation Area designation and review is covered by Policy BNP1.  CA development control criteria is in BNP2.  Demolitions fall under BNP3, on which I comment further below.  Change of use of listed buildings is apparently covered by BNP7, although its relationship to BNP6 and BNP9 is unclear.  I cannot find any policy which adequately covers development control criteria for proposals affecting listed buildings or their setting.  There are no objections to BNP3 or BNP7.



13.6	I suggest, therefore, that the NPA gives serious consideration to inserting a policy dealing with development proposals affecting listed buildings eg:



	"Consent for proposals affecting a listed building or its setting (including works of extension or alteration) will only be granted where the special architectural or historic interest of the building, or its setting, will not be adversely affected".



The accompanying text could refer to the specific duty imposed by S66(1) of the Planning (LB and CA) Act.



13.7	I want to comment now on Policy BNP3, which I find impenetrably obscure in parts.  Although headed "Demolition" (proposed to be changed to "Reclamation/Redevelopment") it then goes on to talk about re-use of derelict land.  Is this to be taken to mean that it only applies to buildings on derelict land and that there is no policy covering other buildings?  It is specifically stated that demolition of listed buildings will not be permitted at all.  The policy itself does not mention unlisted buildings in CA's although the accompanying text does.  I suggest that Policy BNP3 in its current form is deleted and replaced by two new policies, one covering demolition of listed buildings and the other unlisted buildings in CA's (neither mentioning derelict land!).



13.8	The policy in respect of demolition of listed buildings should recognise that such demolition will be exceptional, but that demolition cannot simply be proscribed under all circumstances as BNP3 apparently seeks to do.  A possible wording would be:



	"The NPA will seek to secure the preservation and continued full and beneficial use of all listed buildings.  Consent for the demolition of a listed building will only be granted in exceptional circumstances, after consideration of all relevant aspects, including the following:



	  i.	the intrinsic architectural and/or historic interest and rariety of the building



	 ii.	the setting of the building and its contribution to the local scene.



	iii.	the merits of alternative proposals for the site, including the extent of community benefits deriving from the proposed use



	 iv.	the condition of the building and the cost of repair and maintenance in relation to its condition and to the value derived from its continued use



	  v.	the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use.  The NPA will need to be satisfied that every possible effort has been made to continue the present use, or to find a compatible use for the building.  This should include the offer of the unrestricted freehold of the building on the open market at a realistic price reflecting the condition of the building".



13.9	In respect of unlisted buildings in CAs a possible wording would be:



	"When considering proposals involving the demolition of unlisted buildings in a Conservation Area, special attention will be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the area.  Proposals will be considered in terms of:



	  i.	the intrinsic merits of the building



	 ii.	the contribution of the building to the character or appearance of the area.  Consent for the demolition of buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of an area will be granted only in exceptional circumstances, after consideration of the matters listed in BNP - (the policy governing demolition of listed buildings).



	iii.	any aesthetic or planning advantages resulting from demolition.



	Where demolition is proposed to be followed by redevelopment, consent will only be granted where there are acceptable and detailed plans for the redevelopment of the site".



13.10	If these suggestions were taken up, together with the recommendations I make below in respect of objections, the plan would then contain the full "suite" of policies I mentioned above.  I want also to make two other general observations.  There are no objections to Policy BNP12 "Removal of Holiday Occupancy Conditions" - but I am mystified as to what it is doing in this chapter and I suggest that an alternative location be found for it.  Policy BNP13 is entitled "Business Conversions" and deals with employment use and holiday accommodation.  However, business uses have already been dealt with by Policies ENP4 (in settlements) and ENP6 (in countryside) and this policy adds nothing useful.  As far as holiday accommodation goes, the logical place is Chapter 13: Tourism.  BNP13 could then be deleted.

�THE OBJECTIONS



POLICY BNP1 : CONSERVATION AREAS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/53/1		Mr J Weston-Arnold



	DP/78/1		Nevern Community Council



	DP/79/1	)	Nevern Village Hall Committee

	PC/11/1	)



	DP/111/1	)	Mr S L Richards

	PC/12/1	)



	DP/145/33		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



	DP/146/2	)

	DP/146/3	)	Carningli Rural Initiative

	DP/146/4	)



	DP/219/2		Newport Community Council



THE OBJECTIONS



13.11	References to Newport (including Parrog) and Nevern in the list of proposed Conservation Areas should be deleted.  One objector (CRI) also seeks deletion of reference to a Town Scheme at Newport, and considers that no CA should be proposed without design guidelines first being agreed with the local community.  Nevern Village Hall Committee considers that no CA should be declared there without the consent of the Community Council and a majority vote of a public meeting.  Mr Richards considers that there is no possibility of a partnership between Nevern and NPA, and thus CA designation would be futile.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.12	I shall deal first with the principle of CA designation, and then with the matter of wording.  I am surprised at the strong resistance in Newport and Nevern to CA designation since, in my experience, such designation is usually welcomed, even sought.  It appears to stem from difficulties in the past in the relationship between the NPA and these communities, and from a basic misunderstanding on the part of the objectors about what CA designation means, in particular a fear that powers will be ceded to the NPA by the local community.  Clearly the NPA has some bridge-building to do here, and also needs to explain more fully what CA designation entails, and the benefits that flow from it.  I do not, however, recommend deletion of these settlements from the list of "likely candidates" for CA designation.  The policy only says that further CAs "may" be designated in the plan period, which runs to 2005.  Much may happen in that time, and I hope that a sufficient degree of rapport between the objectors and the NPA will take place to facilitate appropriate designations.  In the last analysis of course, the provisions of S69 of the Act place a duty on the NPA to designate CA's where it is satisfied that there is a special architectural or historic character which it is desirable to preserve or enhance.



13.13	I turn now to the wording, which has been much improved by Proposed Change 355.  However, since the designation of Conservation Areas does not take place through the local plan process this cannot be a plan policy or proposal and, as such, should be explanatory text rather than policy.  Two further improvements may be suggested to the text.  The first is that the first sentence of the first paragraph should more closely follow the wording of S69 of the Act ie "A CA is an area of special architectural or historic interest the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or (not "and") enhance".  The second is that the third paragraph (beginning "When considering designation, the NPA ... etc" should be omitted in its entirety.  It seeks to reintroduce some entirely arbitrary secondary considerations which might affect designation.  These were originally in the policy itself, and are proposed to be replaced by appropriate criteria.  Nothing is gained by having them in the text, and I remain at a loss as to why the number of commercial premises or the contribution made by trees should be considered to be significant general criteria in selecting Conservation Areas.



RECOMMENDATION



13.14	I recommend that Policy BNP1 should be deleted, and its substance incorporated in the plan as explanatory text.  Proposed Change 355 should be made, with the rewording indicated above to the first sentence of the first paragraph of the supporting text, and the deletion of the third paragraph in its entirety.  No further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY BNP2 : DEVELOPMENT IN CONSERVATION AREAS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/142/14		Mr P Harwood



THE OBJECTION



13.15	The policy should state that design guidelines for Conservation Areas will be initiated by the local community, as per legislation.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.16	I think there is some misunderstanding here.  The requirement (see para 123 of PG(W)) is for the NPA to formulate and publish proposals for the preservation and enhancement of CAs which are then to be submitted to a public meeting.  The NPA must then have regard to the views expressed at that meeting (S71(1)-(3) of the Planning (LB and CA) Act 1990).



13.17	If this policy is to guide development in CAs then some strengthening and expansion is advisable.  I suggest:



	"Development which would not preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a Conservation Area will not be permitted other than in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated that other material considerations outweigh the conservation aspects.  Development proposals should:



	  i.	be of a high standard of design, respecting the vernacular style and individuality  of the CA



	 ii.	be in scale and keeping with the immediate surroundings and the area as a whole, and using appropriate materials and finishes



	iii.	retain/incorporate existing features which contribute positively to the character or appearance of the CA



	 iv.	be for a use which is compatible with the character and appearance of the area



RECOMMENDATION



13.18	I recommend that the policy be modified as set out above, but that no further modifications should be made in response to this objection.



POLICY BNP5 : REMOVAL OF P D RIGHTS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/145/34		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



THE OBJECTION



13.19	Policy should be deleted, since PD rights can only be removed by Article 4 direction, or by planning conditions, which must meet the usual tests of reasonableness etc.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.20	The objector is right, but this policy is intended to deal with the second case, ie the imposition of conditions.  Any such conditions would, of course, have to be appropriate in the circumstances of the particular case.  I have no difficulty with a policy which simply says that the NPA may withdraw PD rights where the exercise of those rights would have a significant detrimental effect.  I agree with PC356, which would, more appropriately, move this policy to the new "General Development Policies" chapter of the plan.  I am puzzled by the second part of the accompanying text headed "Local Vernacular or Traditional Buildings", which seems to have absolutely nothing to do with this policy.  Is it an error, relating instead to Policy BNP9?



RECOMMENDATION



13.21	I recommend that Proposed Change 356 should be made, and also that the text relating to "Local Vernacular or Traditional Buildings" should be relocated or deleted; but that no further modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY BNP6 : CHANGE OF USE OF LAND OR BUILDINGS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/19		Country Landowners Association



THE OBJECTION



13.22	The policy is supported, but a strict interpretation of criterion 2) would result in the re-use of modern farm buildings being prevented, if the NPA considered them unsightly or inappropriate.  Criterion should be modified by adding "unless its appearance and/or setting can be acceptably improved".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.23	The NPA has proposed a cross-reference to Policy ANP5 "Conversion of Modern Farm Buildings".  In itself, that is sensible, but it does raise the question of what Policy BNP6 is intended to achieve, and it points up the fact that the plan has a number of change of use/conversion policies, the inter-relationship of which is not entirely clear.  For example, Policy ENP6 deals with conversions for business uses in the countryside.  Policy ANP5 deals with conversion of modern farm buildings ( to all uses other than residential, which will not be permitted).  It was also originally intended to cover conversion of modern military buildings but the wording does not readily lend itself to this, so the NPA may wish to insert a new policy in Chapter 6.  There are Policies BNP7, BNP8, BNP9, BNP10, BNP13, BNP14 and BNP15 in the present chapter.  Some rationalization would seem appropriate.



13.24	BNP6 is a very general policy and it would be more appropriate to locate it in "General Development Policies" with a cross-reference in the accompanying text to more specific conversion policies elsewhere in the plan.



13.25	Relocation of BNP6, as suggested, would also help to make its relationship to BNP7 clearer, ie that they operate at different levels of generality.  BNP6 then deals with principles of changes of use of existing buildings, BNP7, BNP9 and BNP11 with more specific proposals.  The relationship between BNP7 and BNP9 could also be further clarified.  At present BNP7 covers listed buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and "other buildings of architectural and/or historic merit" (not further defined).  BNP9 deals with buildings of traditional construction (not defined - unless by the odd subtext under BNP5); presumably, they must also be devoid of architectural or historic merit, or they would fall under BNP7.



13.26	Matters would be greatly simplified if BNP7 dealt only with changes of use of listed buildings, and BNP9 with conversion of all non-listed buildings of traditional construction.  Conversion of listed buildings would be covered by the policy suggested in paragraph 13.6 (and, of course, by Listed Building Consent requirements).  I am not sure it is worth mentioning Scheduled Ancient Monuments specifically, since proposals for a change of use of an SAM that was not also a listed building would be very rare indeed.  A possible wording for BNP7 would be:



	"Proposals for the change of use of a listed building which will assist in its preservation and continued full and beneficial use will be permitted, provided that the proposed use is compatible with its special architectural or historic character, and with its setting.  Preference will be given to the resumption of the use for which the building was designed, where this remains appropriate to the building itself and to surrounding uses".



RECOMMENDATION



13.27	I recommend that Policy BNP6 should be relocated to the "General Development Policies" chapter of the plan, with appropriate cross-references to more detailed policies in the accompanying text; and that Policy BNP7, reworded as indicated above, should deal only with proposed changes of use to listed buildings.



POLICY BNP9 : CONVERSIONS OF BUILDINGS OF TRADITIONAL CONSTRUCTION: GENERAL CRITERIA



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/129/20		Country Landowners Association



	DP/236/6	)	Cosheston Community Association

	DP/236/7	)



THE OBJECTIONS



13.28	(DP/129/20)  Objection to the reference in the text to buildings unsuitable for conversion being allowed to decay gradually: requests that each case be treated on its merits.  (DP/236/6 and 7)  Seeks deletion of phrase "in the longer term" in criterion 2), and the deletion of criterion 5).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.29	The scope and purpose of this policy has been clarified to some extent by Proposed Changes 288 and 289.  In particular, I agree with the deletion  from the supporting text of the reference to isolated buildings in the countryside as being inappropriately located for conversion.  This sweeping statement seemed to go beyond the advice in paragraph 190 of PG(W) and also to conflict with some other plan policies.  This has made it more clearly a "design" policy, leaving matters of planning principle to be dealt with elsewhere, eg under general policy BNP6 (which I suggest becomes NP7) or policies in specific chapters, eg RNP4.



13.30	The text should make clear the relationship of BNP9 to BNP11, which deals with residential conversions of traditional buildings.  BNP11 also seems to deal with "design" matters, but the text then contains a locational criterion, ie that such buildings will normally be in a group or hamlet.  The text then refers to "rural character" although there is nothing in the policy to show that it refers to rural buildings only.  Paragraph 190 of PG(W) allows for strict control of residential conversions in the countryside.  If the intention is to exercise such control in the National Park, then the proper course is to have a "planning" policy saying so, and setting out the locational criteria that will be used in determining applications for residential conversions in the countryside.  It is not sufficient to imply such criteria in the accompanying text to BNP7 (second sentence of text) and BNP11.



13.31	The NPA should consider, therefore, whether it wishes to put in place any additional policies governing the principles of conversions of rural buildings to new uses, in particular residential uses.  It should then become possible to amalgamate BNP9 and BNP11 within one "design" policy.  Indeed, it should be possible to go further, and subsume BNP14 within the same policy, since BNP14 does not seem to add anything useful to criterion 3) of BNP9.  BNP15 deals with conversions of buildings which are parts of farm complexes (again implied by the text, rather than made explicit in the policy).  The general aspects of the policy should be capable of being subsumed within a more general policy on residential conversions, such as I have mentioned above), leading to the deletion of BNP15.  (Incidentally, I cannot help wondering what "cultural balance" means, and why it is only desirable in conversions of farm complexes).  See also my comments on BNP7.



13.32	I turn now to the matters of detailed wording with which the objections are concerned.  The first is the reference in the text of BNP11 to buildings being allowed to decay gradually.  I presume this is a pious hope rather than a policy.  In many cases, the owner would be allowed to demolish, if he wished, without planning consent.  Nothing in BNP3 (Demolitions - a policy on which I have commented above) seems to indicate that the NPA would seek to refuse such consent where it is required.  I suggest that the wording adds absolutely nothing to the policy, and is simply omitted.



13.33  The wording of criterion 2) is odd, and difficult to interpret, with its reference to "sustain ... in the longer term".  I note the NPA's suggested modification with its reference to the construction of the building.  I suggest rather the following:



	"the building is soundly constructed, and physically suitable to accommodate the proposed use without extensive alteration or unacceptable extension".



13.34	 I have no objection to the wording of criterion 5) which does not refer to the need for buildings proposed for conversion to be redundant.



RECOMMENDATION



13.35	I recommend that:



	  i.	Policy BNP9 should be concerned only with "design" aspects, and that the NPA considers whether any further policies are necessary dealing with the principles of conversions/changes of use, particularly domestic conversions of rural buildings, possibly incorporating BNP15.



	 ii.	the NPA considers whether a revised BNP9 could be amalgamated with BNP11 and BNP14 to provide one comprehensive "design" policy for conversions of traditional buildings (not being listed buildings).



	iii.	criterion 2) be reworded as set out above.



	 iv.	the reference in the text to buildings being allowed to decay gradually should be omitted.



POLICY BNP10 : REBUILDING OF RUINS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/163/1		Ms Y E Hartley

	DP/236/8		Cosheston Community Association



THE OBJECTIONS



13.36	(DP/163/1)  It is better to retain the character of traditional buildings by rebuilding derelict buildings traditionally.  (DP/236/8)  Policy should allow scope for rebuilding of ruins of architectural merit or historical importance.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



13.37	I agree with the thrust of the policy.  However, the "virtual rebuilding" of the policy becomes, in the text, applied to buildings which have lost a roof, or fixtures such as windows or doors.  I would not normally consider the need to re-roof, or to replace doors and windows, as necessarily synonymous with virtual rebuilding, and I am left wondering how strict the application of the policy is intended to be in practice.  If my advice to consider whether there should be further policies dealing with conversions of existing buildings (see BNP9, recommendation 1) is taken up, it may be possible to subsume BNP10 within a new, more general, policy.



RECOMMENDATION



13.38	I recommend that Proposed Changes 93 and 290 should be made, but that the first sentence of the text be reworded to say "Buildings which require complete or substantial rebuilding will be considered under this policy".

�CHAPTER 12 : RECREATION



INTRODUCTION



14.1	There are separate chapters in the Plan dealing with Recreation and Tourism, both of which need, for a fuller picture, to be read in conjunction with the Park Plan, which deals with management issues.  The "Recreation" chapter has 11 policies, RNP1-11.  There were twenty objections at the Deposit stage, and some changes are proposed, notably to RNP10.  There are 14 objections to the proposed changes, 12 of them to the revised policy RNP10.



THE OBJECTIONS



RNP OMISSIONS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/220/4		Ramblers Association

	DP/224/97		Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/236/3		Cosheston Community Association



THE OBJECTIONS



14.2	(DP/220/4)  Seeks an objective that NPA will develop new access on foot to mountain, moor, heath etc and also protect existing access.  (DP/224/97)  Mention should be made of the Park Plan's role in providing a framework for an integrated approach to management.  (DP/236/3)  Seeks a new policy on protecting and improving public rights of way, to complement a revised RNP10.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.3	Public rights of way are highways, and their creation or alteration takes place outside the local plan process.  The NPA is not a highway authority.  The Park Plan is adequately referred to in the introduction to the chapter.



RECOMMENDATION



14.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



RNP INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/96		Countryside Council for Wales

�THE OBJECTION



14.5	The policy context section of the Introduction should refer to the Government response to "Fit for the Future", Circular 5/93, and CAMRE Draft Strategy for Public Paths".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.6	These documents deal with management rather than with local plan issues.  PC95 would delete the references to PPG17, 20 and 21, leaving only the reference to "This Common Inheritance".



RECOMMENDATION



14.7	I recommend that PC95 should be made but that no further modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY RNP1 : RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/127/2		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



THE OBJECTION



14.8	The reference to "high speed" motorized activities in the text should be changed to "undesirable".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.9	This would be done by PC291.  I note that PC359 would substitute the word "peaceful" for the adjective "quiet" in "quiet enjoyment", a change in line with recommendations I have made elsewhere.  PC360 would similarly change RNP2.  There are no objections to the latter policy.  I do wonder, however, why RNP1 and RNP2 are separate policies, and the NPA may wish to consider combining them into one policy.



RECOMMENDATION



14.10	I recommend that PC291 and PC359 should be made.



POLICY RNP4 : NEW RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN THE COUNTRYSIDE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/21		Country Landowners Association

�THE OBJECTION



14.11	Deletion sought of the phrase "quiet enjoyment" in the light of Section 61 of the Environment Act 1995.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.12	The changes sought by the objector would be made by PC361.  The text accompanying the policy mentions Structure Plan Policy TR21.  That policy seems to me to be both clearer and stronger than RNP4, and its six criteria could advantageously be reproduced as part of RNP4.



14.13	The accompanying text refers to Dyfed CC having produced supplementary planning guidance for golf courses.  However, there is no indication what impact this guidance will have on consideration by the NPA of proposals for golf courses in the countryside.  If the NPA intends to use this guidance for development control purposes, then appropriate provisions should be made in the plan, preferably in the form of a criteria-based policy.  One criterion is mentioned in the text, ie impact on landscape character, with particular reference to the need to conserve historic/prehistoric landscape patterns.  This reflects Policy LNP9.  It may be that the NPA is content to leave consideration of golf courses to be governed by general policies only, in which case the reference to the SPG is superfluous.  Either way, the matter needs further clarification.



RECOMMENDATION



14.14	I recommend that:



	  i.	PC361 should be made.



	 ii.	the policy should be expanded to reflect the six criteria of Structure Plan Policy TR21.



	iii.	the approach to be taken to golf course proposals in the countryside should be clarified.



POLICY RNP6 : WATER-BASED RECREATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/113/5		Milford Haven Port Authority

	DP/127/7		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park

	DP/224/98		Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/236/1		Cosheston Community Association

�THE OBJECTIONS



14.15	(DP/113/5)  The policy is unduly restrictive and provision should be made for additional water-based facilities.  The objection is not to the intention of the policy, but only to the words "where such facilities are already concentrated".  During the life of the plan, it is possible that some facilities should be provided in areas which are presently undeveloped eg Black Tar, Cresswell Quay, Thorn Island, Llangwm and Angle.  The list of acceptable locations in the policy is too restrictive, although it is accepted that these are the principal locations.



14.16	(DP/127/7)  The use of high speed craft, water skiing and jet skis should be resisted.



14.17	(DP/224/98)  The Milford Haven Waterway Recreation Plan and the National Park Plan should be referred to (conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC96).



14.18	(DP/236/1)  "Planning consents only will" should read "Planning consents will only".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.19	The intent of the policy appears to me to be reasonable and appropriate, and MHPA does not fundamentally disagree with it.  What is wanted is a degree of flexibility to meet changing demand over the plan period.  To embody such flexibility within the policy itself (eg by the use of such words as "normally" or "generally") would inevitably be to make it appear weaker.  On reflection, this seems to me to be one of those cases where the degree of flexibility must be only that inherent in Section 54A of the Act, where it is stated that determination must be in accordance with the plan "unless material considerations indicate otherwise".  This shows that all policies can have a degree of flexibility if the circumstances demand, no matter how draconian the wording.



14.20	The other objections are simply dealt with, since two of them are met by proposed changes and the third (DP/127/7) is concerned with management issues that lie outside the scope of a local plan.



RECOMMENDATION



14.21	I recommend that Proposed Changes 96, 292 and 362 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY RNP7 : MOORINGS AND BERTHS : DAUGLEDDAU ESTUARY/MILFORD HAVEN WATERWAY



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/113/4		Milford Haven Port Authority

�THE OBJECTION



14.22	The general approach taken by the policy is supported, but the present wording introduces an undesirable rigidity.  Rewording is suggested which would allow for some expansion to meet significant local need or to service existing marine-related businesses.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.23	Whether moorings themselves do or do not require planning permission is a question that led to some fascinating discussion at Inquiry.  Fortunately, I do not need to make a ruling at this time!  In any case, it is agreed that it is the shore-based element of moorings, and the effect of the proliferation of such facilities in the countryside, which the policy mainly seeks to control.  That being so, the wording of the policy could be amended to say so, eg



	"Planning consent will not be given for development involving an increase in the number of moorings in the waters both inside and immediately adjacent to the National Park, where such an increase would lead to a requirement for further shore-based facilities (including access roads and car parking) that would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the countryside".



14.24	This would make the intention of the policy much clearer, would identify what it is about an increase in moorings that would be objectionable, and would neatly side-step the question of whether (or under what circumstances) moorings require planning permission.  It would also build-in an element of flexibility, since an increase in the number of moorings would only be resisted where there was a material planning objection to the shore-based facilities.  Further than that I would not wish to go.  An exception for "significant local need" (surely the word should be "demand"?) would open the floodgates.  Where an existing marine-related business was concerned, the policy test (impact of shore-based facilities) would still apply.  If there was a planning objection, it would then be necessary to consider whether material considerations indicated that an exception should be made in that case to the strict application of policy.



RECOMMENDATION



14.25	I recommend that Policy RNP7 should be modified as set out above (incorporating PC363).



POLICY RNP8 : DEVELOPMENT REQUIRING A COASTAL LOCATION: EXISTING FACILITIES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/129/22		Country Landowners Association

�THE OBJECTION



14.26	The policy would prevent suitable diversification schemes taking place which are not linked to waterside locations.  It should be prefaced by the words "unless there are special circumstances ...".



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.27	The policy seeks to ensure that waterside sites are reserved for uses requiring a waterside location.  I presume the objection is concerned with farm diversification schemes, although this is not clearly stated.  I am at a loss to see how this policy could affect such schemes.  I agree with PC364 which would move this policy, more logically, to the "Employment" chapter.



RECOMMENDATION	



14.28	I recommend that PC364 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY RNP9 : NATIONAL PARK INFORMATION CENTRES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/127/5		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



THE OBJECTION



14.29	An alternative location for the Newport Information Centre is unnecessary, as the existing centre is well sited, and appears to be large enough to carry out its function.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.30	The objection is addressed by PC365 which states that the existing information centre will, if feasible, be expanded.



RECOMMENDATION



14.31	I recommend that PC97 and PC365 should be made.



POLICY RNP10 : PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/129/23	)

	PC/44/13	)	Country Landowners Association

	PC/44/14	)



	DP/147/1		National Farmers Union



	DP/220/5	)

	PC/45/3	)	Ramblers Association

	PC/45/4	)

	PC/45/5	)



	DP/224/113	)

	PC/26/24	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	PC/26/25	)

	PC/26/26	)



	DP/236/2		Cosheston Community Association



	DP/256/6	)

	PC/47/5	)	Council for National Parks

	PC/47/6	)

	PC/47/7	)



	PC/34/2		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



THE OBJECTIONS



14.32	(Deposit Draft version of policy).  The essence of the objections is that the policy does not fully reflect the recommendations of the Edwards Report ("Fit for the Future") and CCW targets.  It should seek an effective and accessible PROW network, legally defined, properly maintained and signposted, and well publicised, in place by 1999.  Resources should be directed to meet this target.  CCA wishes RNP10 to be a policy dealing with strategic rights of way with a new policy covering protection and improvement of other paths.  CLA wants a reference to the need for co-operation with farmers and landowners.



14.33	(RNP10 as proposed for change by PC98-102)  The essence of the objections is that the policy fails to reflect the national commitment to open all PROW's by 1999 and that it is negative in tone.  Ramblers and FPNP make detailed objections to the wording of PC98, PC100, and PC101 (which have now been abandoned).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.34	As I stated above, PROW's are not progressed through the local planning process and NPA is not a highway authority.  Many of the points that objectors make are matters better carried forward through the National Park Plan.  Policy RNP10 is now proposed to be modified by PC293 and PC366.  The changes put forward in "Proposals for Change" have now been abandoned and I have no indication of objectors views on RNP10 as currently proposed, since it has not been subject to public consultation.

�RECOMMENDATION



14.35	I recommend that PC293 and PC366 should be made but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY RNP11 : DISUSED RAILWAYS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/33	)	Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	PC/2/12	)



	PC/34/5		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



THE OBJECTIONS



14.36	(DP/90/33 and PC/2/12)  Any proposals for recreational use of disused railway corridors should be subject to a full preliminary ecological assessment, and this should be identified in the policy.  (PC/34/5)  Change of wording sought to avoid ambiguity.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



14.37	The policy covers safeguarding of old routes, not the criteria to be applied to applications for development, so the reference to ecological assessment is unnecessary.  The FPNP objection would be met by PC323.



RECOMMENDATION



14.38	I recommend that PC102 and PC323 should be made but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�CHAPTER 13 : TOURISM



INTRODUCTION



15.1	This short chapter has five policies, VNP1-5, four of which are concerned with caravan sites.  There were ten objections to the Deposit Draft and two to the Proposed Changes.



THE OBJECTIONS



VNP INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/34		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/224/99		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTIONS



15.2	The introduction to the chapter should include a reference to "green tourism" and to the four guiding principles used by Government in assessing its own support for tourism as set out in para 3.5 of PPG21.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



15.3	I see no need for a specific reference to "green tourism" given the reference in the introduction to tourism that complements, without damaging effects, the natural attractions of the National Park: nor is it apparent that it would have any effect on any of the policies.  PPG21 has now been superseded in Wales.  In any case, I cannot see what useful purpose would be served by referring to the four principles.  The plan is supposed to set out the NPA's policies not those of the Government.



RECOMMENDATION



15.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY VNP1 : SMALL SCALE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW-BUILD HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION WITHIN SETTLEMENTS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/233/15		Welsh Office

�THE OBJECTION



15.5	The last sentence of the policy is too vague ("the proposed accommodation should preferably be serviced") and should be deleted or clarified within the reasoned justification.  (The objection is conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/5 subject to PC104 being made).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



15.6	I have to say that I find this policy somewhat difficult to follow.  The title makes it clear that it refers only to new-build accommodation within settlements.  The policy then sets out certain criteria.  However, the supporting text (Deposit Draft) appears then to negate the policy by saying that planning permission will not normally be granted for new-build accommodation and that development will usually be confined to the re-use of a suitable, small scale (6 or less bed spaces) building.  This appears to conflict with Structure Plan Policy TR12, and there is no reason given as to why TR12 should not be followed in the National Park.



15.7	The matter is clarified somewhat by the proposed changes.  The policy is subject to three proposed changes, one of which (PC104) would satisfy the Welsh Office objection.  The policy title, and the three criteria, remain unchanged, as does the reference to reuse of a suitable building.  However, the policy would now say that there are limited opportunities for new-build holiday accommodation in the National Park, given the finite amount of development land available, and that this will limit the occasions on which new-build holiday accommodation will be deemed appropriate.  This suggests that development land within settlements will generally be reserved for other land uses seen as having a higher priority.  This could form a justification for not following Policy TR12.



15.8	To make the position still clearer, and to ensure that the essentials are in the policy itself, and not split between the policy and the text, some further rewording is advisable.  The policy could usefully be re-titled "Holiday Accommodation within Settlements", ie it would deal with both conversions and new buildings within settlements.  A possible wording would be



	"Development of holiday accommodation within settlements (omit the word "established" which means nothing) will generally be confined to the re-use of a suitable building.  New-build accommodation will not be permitted on land allocated for alternative uses in the Local Plan.  In particular, land suitable for housing development will not be granted planning permission for holiday accommodation.  Both conversions and new buildings where acceptable must be of a scale, character and location appropriate to the settlement, and must not involve structures of a temporary or flimsy nature".



15.9	The reasoned justification can then refer to the finite amount of development land available and to the extent of holiday accommodation/second homes within the park as a justification for taking a more restrictive line on new-build holiday accommodation within settlements than that of the Structure Plan.  It should also set out the circumstances where new build accommodation within settlements would be acceptable.



15.10	Policy VNP1 would now deal with holiday developments (new-build and conversion) within settlements.  What is also advisable is to have policies dealing with holiday development outside settlements, ie policies equivalent to Structure Plan Policies TR10 and TR11.  The text to VNP1 already refers to Policies BNP9-16 in Chapter 11, which deal with building conversions.  However, in commenting on these policies, I have recommended that they should be more specifically design-orientated, with the policy aspects of changes of use and conversions more specifically dealt with in other policies.  In particular, I have advised the NPA to consider whether there should be a policy controlling residential conversions in the countryside.  The NPA will also wish to consider whether there should be a policy allowing conversions to tourist accommodation in circumstances where a residential conversion would not be permitted.  I have already recommended above that Policy BNP13 "Business Conversions", which also mentions tourism, should be deleted and appropriate provision made in this chapter.



15.11	The last part of the reasoned justification for Policy VNP1 deals with caravan sites.  This has nothing at all to do with the objectives of the policy.  Indeed, VNP1 is the only policy in the chapter which does not deal with caravan sites!  Its location there is quite illogical, and it should be relocated, eg to VNP2 which deals with new and extended caravan sites.



RECOMMENDATION



15.12	I recommend that:



	  i.	Policy VNP1 should be titled "Holiday Accommodation within Settlements" and reworded as set out above.



	 ii.	the reasoned justification should set out the reasons why the policy takes a more restrictive line on new-build holiday accommodation within settlements than does Structure Plan Policy TR12.



	iii.	the plan should also have policies dealing with new-build and conversions for holiday accommodation outside settlements having regard to Structure Plan Policies TR10 and TR11.



	 iv.	the last part of the text, dealing with caravan sites, should be relocated to Policy VNP2.



	  v.	PC104 should be made.



POLICY VNP2 : NEW AND EXTENDED CARAVAN SITES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/226/3	)	Bourne Leisure Group Ltd

	PC/10/2	)



	DP/227/3	)	British Holiday and Home Parks Association Ltd

	PC/9/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



15.13	This policy should be split into two, one dealing with new sites, the other with extensions to existing sites.  The existing policy is so stringently worded as to allow no consideration of a case on its merits, and any application would result in an automatic refusal which would be impossible to challenge on appeal.  The policy also fails to distinguish between the differing types of holiday accommodation, treating static caravans, touring caravans, tents and chalets together.  The reliance on "28 day" sites to meet seasonal demand is misconceived.  Failure to allow for necessary expansion of existing sites would militate against upgrading, improvement and enhancement, which might demand extra units to ensure viability.  NPA relies upon an SSW letter that is 22 years old, and upon Structure Plan Policies TR1 and TR2, both of which predate PPG21, Annex B, paragraph 8.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



15.14	I should begin by clearing up an apparent misunderstanding on the part of the objectors.  The wording of the policy does not mean that the NPA could refuse to determine an application involving a new or extended caravan park.  Nor does it mean that, if an application was refused, the applicant would have lost the right of appeal.  Any application must be determined according to the relevant provisions of the development plan, unless "material considerations indicate otherwise" (section 54 of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act, as amended).  This means that, no matter how stringent the wording of a policy, there can always be exceptions, if circumstances require them.  Thus the words "in general", which the objectors wish to add, would have no material effect, since they can be deemed to be there anyway, in practice.



15.15	I do not accept that the policy is in error in considering caravans, tents and chalets together, since hard and fast distinctions become increasingly difficult to make.  I note that Policy VNP4 allows for "unit" pitches and that two appeal decisions in the National Park allowed additional touring caravans in lieu of tents.  (Penally and New Hedges).  Such flexibility is one way in which existing sites can adapt to a changing market.  I also consider that the objections misrepresent the part played by "28 day" sites, since the figures given by the NPA do not seem to support the contention that there is any shortfall of facilities to meet demand.



15.16	The SSW letter is indeed 22 years old and, like the structure Plan, predates PPG21.  (Annex B is still current in Wales, although the main body of the PPG is not).  However, I do not accept that it follows that they are to be set at a discount.  Annex B of PPG21 (and the consultation draft of TAN(W) 23) both refer to particularly sensitive areas, such as Heritage Coasts (which this is) and even to possible relocation away from them of existing sites.  So there is no lessening of environmental concern about such sites implicit in PPG21.  If, in a particular case, a minor extension in site area (but without an increase in the number of pitches) was necessary to allow for a significant environmental improvement, then that might provide the "material consideration" necessary to allow it to proceed.  That possibility is allowed for in the final sentence of the text.  Further than that I do not consider it prudent to go.



RECOMMENDATION



15.17	I recommend that Proposed Changes 106, 107 and 368 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made in response to these objections.



POLICY VNP4 : UPGRADING OF UNIT CARAVAN PITCHES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/12/1		Mr L A Davies

	DP/226/4		Bourne Leisure Group Ltd

	DP/227/4		British Holiday and Home Parks Association Ltd



THE OBJECTIONS



15.18	(DP/12/1)  Policy VNP2 states that new caravan sites or the extension of existing ones, will not be allowed, which is in line with Government Policy.  However, VNP4 would allow extra pitches to be created that could be occupied by caravans.  The term "unit pitches" has no relevance in planning legislation, which distinguishes quite clearly between tents and caravans.  They are also quite different in appearance and visual impact.  Caravanners are also more likely to seek built facilities of the type envisaged by VNP5.  Policy VNP4 should be deleted.



15.19	(DP/226/4 and DP/227/4)  The policy should not be restricted to sites with express planning consent.  The five stated criteria are too onerous, and it is unreasonable to expect an applicant to comply with all of them.  It should not be a requirement of granting consent that no additional land should then be used as a 28 day site for tent pitches.  The section of the text on "Ancillary Facilities" has no relevance to this policy and should be relocated/deleted: it appears, anyway, to conflict with VNP5.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



15.20	This policy has caused me considerable problems, and it is with some effort that I have convinced myself that it is not out of accord with the restrictive intentions of Structure Plan Policy TR2.  I accept that the policy would affect only a relatively small number of sites, that it would effectively reduce the total number of pitches, and that it gives an opportunity to secure environmental enhancement.  I note the reference to unit pitches in Annex B of PPG21 (paragraph 5), where it is stated that the traditional divisions between touring and motorized caravans and tents are becoming less clear-cut.  I take note also of two appeal decisions (Penally 1993; New Hedges 1994) which have allowed touring caravan pitches to be substituted for tent pitches.  I am also aware that an informal policy to this effect has been operated in the National Park for some time.  Taking all these factors into account, I am reconciled to the principles of Policy VNP4.



15.21	Turning now to the more detailed objections of the leisure park operators, I find that I agree with them on two points.  Firstly, I agree that the policy should also apply to sites with Certificates of Lawful Existing Use or Established Use Certificates, a point that would be covered by PC109.  I agree also that there is no logic in having the section headed "Upgrading of Existing Caravan Facilities" as part of the text attached to Policy VNP4, which has nothing to do with this subject.  The topic of site facilities is covered by Policy VNP5, which deals with additional facilities.  There is no good reason for dealing separately with the upgrading of existing facilities, and this section should be deleted from VNP4 and added to VNP5.



15.22	I do not agree, however, that the five criteria of VNP4 are unduly onerous, and that it would be unreasonable to expect an applicant to comply with all five of them.  Nor can I agree that sites with express planning consent should not have to comply with criterion 3) (landscaping) and criterion 5) (safe vehicular access), since those matters were already considered when the earlier consent was given.  What is proposed must change the layout of the site, and may change the mix of vehicles using the access, and it is perfectly proper for these aspects to be considered in the light of what is proposed and of the existing circumstances, which may be materially different from those existing when the previous consent was given.  It is also clear to me that it is self-evidently necessary to ensure that additional land is not used for tent pitches under the 28 day rule thus, in effect, using the unit pitches to enlarge the site.



15.23	PC108 would alter the title of the policy to "Unit Touring Caravan Pitches", a change with which I agree.  However, the last sentence of the text added by PC369 still refers to "upgrading".  Now that the word "upgrading" no longer appears in the policy, this is confusing and should be changed to "unit pitches".



RECOMMENDATIONS



15.24	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Changes 108, 109 and 369 should be made, with the word "upgrading" at the end of PC369 deleted and replaced by "unit pitches".



	 ii.	the text dealing with "Upgrading of existing Caravan Facilities" should be relocated to VNP5.



but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY VNP5 : CARAVAN FACILITIES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/226/5		Bourne Leisure Group Ltd

	DP/227/5		British Holiday and Home Parks Association Ltd

�THE OBJECTIONS



15.25	It is unclear what "facilities" the policy is meant to control.  It should only address facilities not granted consent by the GPDO.  It should recognise the desire by holiday parks to acquire such facilities as clubs, swimming pools, all-weather sports pitches, play equipment etc and should not seek to limit them to static caravan parks, denying such facilities to chalet parks, touring caravan parks and tent parks.  Such facilities would meet the NPA's objectives of extending the season and providing all-weather facilities.  The policy should not state that "facilities will normally be small in scale", since each application should be judged on its merits, having regard to the size and needs of the holiday park.



15.26	The text accompanying the policy should not state that conversion of static caravans to (for example) chalets will rarely be allowed.  Schemes should be judged on their merits.  Conversion of static van parks in rural areas to chalets could well be an environmental improvement with chalets being more easily assimilated into the landscape.  The NPA appears to regard caravan parks as not permanent land uses, which is unrealistic since caravans are periodically replaced by other caravans.



15.27	Improved insulation of caravans and chalets means that they can now provide for year-round occupation.  There is now no need for a "closed" period as referred to in paragraph 5.2.  The door should not be closed on an all-year-round season, and the imposition of conditions requiring a "closed" period should be reviewed.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



15.28	Like the objector, I am in considerable confusion about the intended scope of this policy.  The policy (re-named "Caravan Site Facilities" by PC370) refers to "additional facilities" (not defined) in existing "approved" (not defined) caravan and camping sites.  "Additional" suggests that there must be some facilities there already; it also makes it clear that it does not cover the upgrading of existing facilities, which is mentioned in the text to VNP4 (but not in the policy itself).  What "approved" means if anybody's guess.  Such facilities must be related to the size, scale (how do these two differ?) and character of the site, and must normally be small in scale (even if the site is large?).  The policy clearly refers to static and touring caravan sites and to tent parks.  It does not distinguish between facilities provided by new-build and conversions.  The accompanying text, however, states that conversions will be the preferred method of providing facilities, and that new-build recreational facilities will only be allowed on static caravan sites.



15.29	The text then goes on to deal with two quite different matters: the upgrading of static caravan pitches, and conditions on planning consents.  It is far from clear what this has to do with VNP5, since these matters are not covered in the policy itself.



15.30	The policy must first define what "facilities" it is concerned to control.  Are these "additional" facilities the basic ones, such as ablutions blocks (in which case, what are they "additional" to?) as stated by paragraph 3.5 of the NPA's first rebuttal statement.  If so, they must relate to both sorts of caravan park and tent parks (also chalet parks?).  These are presumably different from the "recreational facilities" referred to in the text, stated only to be acceptable in new-build form on static caravan parks.  Does this mean that recreational facilities are acceptable elsewhere if provided by conversions?



15.31	I am unable to suggest a revised wording for this policy, since I am unclear as to what it is seeking to achieve, and on what type of holiday parks.  It may be that there are two levels of facilities:



	  i.	general facilities found on all holiday parks.



	 ii.	larger recreational facilities which will only be permitted on certain specified types of park.



and that two policies are required.  I can only advise the NPA to rewrite VNP5 completely, having first identified what it is seeking to achieve.



15.32	The whole matter is further confused by paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2, which have little if anything to do with the policy.  Dealing first with paragraph 5.1, I take it as axiomatic that policy statements in a local plan should be phrased as policies, and not as supporting text.  If it is the view of the NPA that, as a matter of policy, conversion of static caravan sites to chalets (I assume chalets to be included in "more permanent forms of self-catering accommodation: a definition would be useful) will not be acceptable, then there should be an explicit policy saying so, with a reasoned justification.  I note that Policy TR14 of DSP presumes against such a change, except where there are positive environmental benefits.  If the NPA is proposing a policy stance more stringent than that of TR14, the plan should justify it.  However, the text goes on to suggest that a change from static caravans may sometimes be acceptable, eg in urban locations.  If this is so, then a more permissive, criterion-based policy may be appropriate.  The matter needs clarification in any event.



15.33	The text relating to conditions should be more appropriately located, perhaps as part of the introduction to the chapter.  The objectors do not, I think, quarrel with it per se, but ask for consideration to be given to the appropriateness of conditions in each individual case, which is what one would expect to see happen anyway.



15.34	Throughout this report, I have tried to be as specific as possible in my recommendations, suggesting detailed forms of wording where appropriate.  I do not find myself able to do so in this case, since the whole intention of the policy is in need of clarification.  I can only suggest that the NPA clarifies its own intentions, and then sets them out in a completely rewritten policy or policies.



RECOMMENDATION



15.35	I recommend that:



	  i.	Policy VNP5 should be completely re-written, making it clear what types of facilities and holiday parks it relates to, and in the light of my comments above.



	 ii.	paragraph 5.1 should be deleted and, if thought appropriate, replaced by a policy dealing with the conversion of static caravan parks to more permanent forms of self-catering accommodation.



	iii.	paragraph 5.2 should be relocated to the introduction to the chapter.



�CHAPTER 14 : MAJOR DEVELOPMENT AND ENERGY



INTRODUCTION



16.1	This is a wide-ranging chapter, with eight policies (MNP1-8) to which significant changes are proposed, together with a new policy (MNP9) covering renewable energy.  There were 38 objections made to the policies in the Deposit Draft, 18 of them to one policy (MNP8).  There are 5 objections to proposed changes, 3 of them to MNP8 (Wind Energy Generation).



THE OBJECTIONS



MNP : GENERAL/OMISSION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/171/1	)

	DP/171/4	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/8	)

	DP/171/9	)



	DP/265/6	)

	DP/265/7	)	West Wales 21



THE OBJECTIONS



16.2	(DP/171/1)  This chapter is convoluted and confusing, with policy contexts, National Park objectives and policy statements all mixed up.  There should be a Renewable Energy chapter, and a "Major Development and Industry" chapter, thus splitting the existing chapter into two parts.  There is no reason for "Energy" to be treated, by implication, as necessarily major development, even if it has a generating capacity of no more than, say, 5mw.



16.3	(DP/171/8 and 9)  The top two paragraphs on page 112 should be reworded.  They give the impression that energy efficiency is a matter for developers only, and do not contain a clear and unequivocal commitment from the NPA to consider energy efficiency in all its own operations and in its assessment of planning applications.



16.4	(DP/265/6 and 7)  Supports West Wales Energy Groups submission.  There is a need for a major focus on renewable energy, and on Agenda 21 principles.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.5	I shall start with DP/171/1.  I have considerable sympathy with the objector's view that this chapter lacks logic and consistency in the topics it covers, and that the very title "Major Development and Energy" seems to imply that all developments involving energy generation are to be regarded as major, irrespective of their scale.  Now that it is proposed to begin the plan with a new section (which I propose should be a chapter) entitled "General Development Policies", it would be much more appropriate to relocate Policies MNP1 ("Major Development Proposals") and MNP2 ("Environmental Assessment") there.  Policy MNP3 ("Former Esso Site") is a site-specific policy reserving land solely for industrial uses requiring deep water access.  It would appropriately go in the "Employment and Local Economy" chapter.  Policy MNP4 ("Major Hazard Installations and High Pressure Gas Pipelines") could go in a number of places; again, I suggest under "General Development Policies".



16.6	That would leave Policies MNP5-MNP9 to be considered.  Proposed Change 371 proposes that MNP7, 8 and 9 should be grouped under a sub-heading "Energy Conservation and Renewable Energy".  I am not sure where this leaves MNP5 and MNP6.  Both could be accommodated in the "Employment and Local Economy" chapter.  MNP7, 8 and 9 could then be a sub-section of the "Public Services and Utilities" chapter.  The whole of Chapter 14 would thus be removed.



16.7	There would be two advantages to locating MNP7, 8 and 9 under "Public Services and Utilities".  Firstly, it would (as the objectors wish) remove any suggestion that "energy" was automatically "major development".  Secondly, it would not give any impression that renewable energy was a specialised and recondite topic, divorced from the general question of services to development.  The title of the chapter could be expanded to "Public Services and Utilities/Renewable Energy" and the policies could be grouped there under the sub-heading "Renewable Energy", with appropriate supporting text.



16.8	I turn now to the other WWEG objections.  These objections are conditionally withdrawn in the light of the proposed Policy MNP9.  It is assumed that the text on bottom of page 111/top of page 112 is to be deleted with the creation of MNP9 (PC299): what it has to do with Policy MNP4 ("Major Hazard Installations and High Pressure Gas Pipelines") is far from clear in any case.  It is to be presumed that objections DP/265/6 and 7 would also be met by Policy MNP9.



RECOMMENDATION



16.9	I recommend that:



	  i.	Chapter 14 should be deleted in its present form, with Policies MNP1, 2 and 4 relocated under "General Development Policies" and Policies MNP3, 5 and 6 relocated under "Employment and Local Economy".



	 ii.	PC299 should be made, creating a new policy MNP9, "Renewable Energy".



	iii.	Policies MNP7, 8 and 9 should be relocated, under the sub-heading "Renewable Energy", in "Public Utilities/Services" (to be retitled "Public Utilities and Services/Renewable Energy").



	 iv.	the text at the bottom of page 111/top of page 112 should be deleted from Policy MNP4.



but that no further modifications to the plan should be made in response to these objections.



MNP : OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/171/15		West Wales Energy Group



THE OBJECTION



16.10	Plan should also refer to solar power, photovoltaics, hydro-schemes, biomass and energy crops, wave power and tidal power (conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC114).



RECOMMENDATION



16.11	I recommend that PC114 should be made.



POLICY MNP1 : MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/137/1		ETSU (for DTI)

	DP/160/1		Rees Bros

	DP/224/101		Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/256/7	)	Council for National Parks

	PC/47/8	)



THE OBJECTIONS



16.12	(DP/137/1 and DP/256/7) seek rewording (both would be satisfied by PC112).  (DP/224/101) seeks deletion of reference to "regional" need (as opposed to "national") from paragraph 2 of text, to bring it into line with criterion 3) of the policy.  (DP/160/1) seeks rewording to bring policy into line with national policy in respect of minerals.  (PC/47/8) seeks deletion of word "one" from first line of 2nd paragraph (done by PC324).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.13	ETSU and CNP objections are met by proposed changes.  CCW point out that the policy refers to "national" need, and that the accompanying text refers to "weighty global, national or regional need".  PG(W), paragraph 99, refers to "the need for the development in terms of national considerations": there is no mention of global or regional need.  There might be a regional dimension to a national need, but the present wording of the text serves only to confuse, by suggesting a sliding scale from "global" down to "regional" need.  I recommend its deletion.



16.14	I need to consider Rees Bros objection in more detail.  It is essentially in two parts: firstly, that the policy itself introduces tests that are more onerous than national policy; secondly, that since minerals are to be the subject of a separate plan, the reference in the supporting text to minerals extraction (of whatever scale) as being "major development" falling under MNP1 should be deleted.  Neither part of this objection is met by the proposed changes to the policy.



16.15	Policy on mineral extraction in National Parks in Wales is to be found in MPG1 (1988: paragraph 42) and MPG6 (1989: paragraph 19).  General policy on development in National Parks is at paragraph 99 of PG(W) (paragraph 3.6 of PPG7, referred to in the original objection, no longer applies in Wales).  Policies M1 and M2 of DSP are also relevant, particularly the latter, which contains a presumption against new mineral workings (or substantial extensions to existing workings) in the National Park.  From national sources, it is clear that extraction proposals in National Parks must be subject to the most rigorous examination, and that need in national terms is a consideration as is the availability of alternative sources of supply: any development must be justified in the public interest.  In the specific case of Dyfed, there is a presumption against such development, ie the former Council was, in principle, against such development unless particular circumstances clearly justified an exception being made (Appendix 2 of DSP: Definition of Terms).  Policy M2 was not one of the "minerals" policies modified by the Secretary of State in 1989:, indeed it has been in its current form since 1983.  It is not, of course, an embargo policy, but it sets the test that any proposals have to meet at a high level.



16.16	So, of course, does MNP1, with its reference to "only permit major development schemes in the National Park in exceptional circumstances", an echo of the wording in paragraph 99 of PG(W).  This, too, is not an embargo policy on mineral development.  Any working of minerals is "major development" for the purposes of Article 8 ("Publicity for Applications for Planning Permission") of the GDPO, 1995.  Whether any given application for mineral workings would be "major" for the purposes of MNP1 would depend upon the circumstances of the case.  Looking at Policy M2 of DSP, I take it that small-scale extensions to existing workings might not have to be so treated in all cases.  Even so, it is likely that, in the majority of minerals proposals, the application would be treated as "major", and thus be subject to the "exceptional circumstances" rubric.



16.17	Taken all in all, I do not regard MNP1 as unduly stringent in respect of minerals proposals, or as going significantly beyond National/Structure Plan policy.  I note the intention of the NPA to prepare a minerals plan.  However, I see no objection to MNP1 being used as a relevant policy in the interim period, in appropriate cases.  I note that the situation is summarised on page 5 of the Deposit Draft.  Pending completion of a Minerals and Waste Local Plan, proposals will be considered against the relevant policies of the Structure Plan, and subject to the Environmental Assessment Regulations.  That seems to me a reasonable approach to take.



RECOMMENDATION



16.18	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Changes 112 and 324 should be made.



	 ii.	the words "weighty global ... or regional" should be deleted from the second sentence of the second paragraph of the text, leaving only a reference to "national need".



but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.  (See also recommendation 1) under "MNP: General/Omission" above).





POLICY MNP2 : ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/171/5	)

	DP/171/6	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/7	)



	DP/228/6		House Builders Federation



	DP/275/4		Frys Enterprises



THE OBJECTIONS



16.19	(DP/171/5, 6 and 7)  Policy would be better re-located as NP2.  Since all renewable energy projects appear to be considered as "major development", this policy would place an intolerable and unjustified burden upon the developer of a small HEP scheme or a single wind turbine.  The list of possible schemes covered by the policy is stated to be "not exhaustive".  There should either be a full list or no list at all - suggest deletion.



16.20	(DP/228/6)  Supplementary information should not be required in excess of that required by TCP (Assessment of Environmental Effects) Regulations 1988.  In particular, estates of 20+ units within minor settlements should not have to meet policy.



16.21	(DP/275/4)  "Marina or harbour development" should not be included in list, as Tenby should not be deprived of such development.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.22	The supporting text to the policy is proposed for substantial revision by Proposed Changes 295, 296 and 372.  In the light of these changes, objections DP/171/5, 6 and 7 are conditionally withdrawn.  Additionally, I have recommended above the relocation of the policy under "General Development Policies", which would assist in divorcing major developments from renewable energy proposals.  The changes would also delete the references to 20+ units in minor settlements, and to marina developments (the latter is covered anyway by Schedule 2 of the EA regulations).



16.23	I agree with many of the HBF's comments as they relate to the original version of the text accompanying the policy.  It is now clear that the NPA is saying no more than that it will require such information as is necessary for a proper judgement to be made on an application.  That leaves me wondering why it needs to be a policy at all, as opposed to being in the text to MNP1.  However, in its amended form I do not have any strong objection to it remaining.



RECOMMENDATION



16.24	I recommend that Proposed Changes 295, 296 and 372 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made, to the plan in response to these objections (see also recommendation 1) under "MNP General/Omission" above).



POLICY MNP3 : FORMER ESSO SITE (MILFORD HAVEN)



OBJECTION NO:



	PC/34/4		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



THE OBJECTION



16.25	The NPA should not promote this as an industrial site within the National Park.  It should state that any future use must comply with National Park purposes.  Alternatively, the text should be deleted.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.26	The policy provides an adequate basis for consideration of any proposals that come forward (is there an error on the Proposals Map?  There is a reference to MNP8, rather than MNP3).



RECOMMENDATION



16.27	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection (see also recommendation 1) under "MNP General/Omission" above).



POLICY MNP7 : DOMESTIC SCALE RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/137/3		ETSU (for DTI)



	DP/224/102		Countryside Council for Wales



	DP/232/4		NES (Landscape and Agriculture)



	DP/233/16		Welsh Office

�THE OBJECTIONS



16.28	(DP/137/3)  Policy should be replaced by a more general policy on renewable energy (conditionally withdrawn by PC/31/1 in the light of PC114).  (DP/224/102)  Policy should include criteria set out in sub-paragraph 1 of MNP8.  (DP/232/4)  Policy should include positive mention of other renewable energy sources eg sun, sea, energy crops.  (DP/233/16)  Second criterion of policy should not duplicate controls by other statutory bodies (conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/6 in the light of PC114).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.29	All these objections should be satisfied by PC114 and PC297.



RECOMMENDATION



16.30	I recommend that PC114 and PC297 should be made (see also recommendation iii) under "MNP General/Omission" above.



POLICY MNP8: WIND ENERGY GENERATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/37/1		Mr R M Power



	DP/112/1		Mrs Angela Kelly



	DP/127/3		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park



	DP/137/4		ETSU (for DTI)



	DP/171/11	)

	DP/171/12	)	West Wales Energy Group

	DP/171/13	)

	DP/171/14	)



	DP/220/6	)	Ramblers Association

	PC/45/2	)



	DP/224/103		Countryside Council for Wales



	DP/232/2	)	NES (Landscape and Agriculture)

	DP/232/3	)



	DP/233/17		Welsh Office



	DP/256/9	)	Council for National Parks

	PC/47/9	)



	DP/265/1	)

	DP/265/2	)	West Wales 21

	DP/265/3	)



	DP/274/1		Mr R Forrest



	PC/27/2		CPRW



THE OBJECTIONS



16.31	(DP/37/1; DP/112/1; DP/127/3; DP/224/103; DP/274/1)  All of these objectors express opposition to the principle of wind turbines being allowed in the National Park.  They point out that the primary statutory duty of the NPA is to protect the landscape, and consider that wind turbines would have such a damaging effect that to permit them would be incompatible with that duty.  Two objectors (DP/112/1, DP/127/3) refer to turbines as large, noisy and industrial in appearance.  One objector (DP/224/103) considers that Policy MNP8 conflicts with Policy LNP1 - landscape protection.  Several objectors refer to the views of the Welsh Affairs Committee in 1994 that there should be a strong presumption against wind turbines within and close to a National Park.  All these objections are in respect of the version of the policy in the Deposit Draft plan, and none of the objectors has commented on the policy as proposed to be changed.



16.32	(DP/220/6 and PC/45/2; DP/256/9 and PC/47/9)  Both objectors consider that turbines are not appropriate in a National Park, although the Ramblers Association considers that they might be acceptable for individual dwellings.  CNP express particular concern about the "three turbines" exemption: many small schemes might be even more  objectionable than fewer, larger ones.  CNP also wants a policy on turbines outside the National Park.  The Ramblers Association wants a statement that there would be no conflict with the facto or de jure public access.  Both objectors support PC115/116, subject to a statement on public access.



16.33	(DP/137/4 and DP/233/17)  Both these objectors make detailed comments, including: delete references to "400m" and "local consumption"; delete/modify reference to undergrounding; and delete the reference to 3 turbines, which is arbitrary and unsubstantiated.  Both objections are conditionally withdrawn by reason of PC115 (by PC/31/2 and PC/32/7).



16.34	(DP/171/11-14)  The introduction of a revised policy MNP8 and a new policy MNP9 have overcome some of the objections made by WWEG to the Deposit Draft Plan, and led to the conditional withdrawal of objection DP/171/11-14 (by letter dated 2 April 1997).  I shall therefore concentrate here on those matters that remain contentious.  The objector wishes to see the NPA take a positive approach to renewable energy, and does not regard turbines as noise, ugly monsters that destroy the landscape.  That said, WWEG does not wish to see wind farms in the National Park, but wants to see scope for small scale development.  Whilst 400m from buildings is reasonable for wind farms, it is too onerous for small scale developments, where the limits could be left to be agreed with EHO's.  Similarly, the requirement for undergrounding of cables in visually prominent and sensitive areas is not necessary for 11KvA connections.  It should be clearly stated that small developments do not need a full EA.  The reference to 10 general areas in Dyfed having been identified as feasible for wind generation outside the National Park should be dropped.  It is absurd that a local planning authority could seek to resist development on the grounds that space is available for it in another LPA's area.  There should also be a clearer statement on the NPA's global responsibilities for renewable energy and the reduction of CO2 and SO2 emissions.



16.35	(DP/232/2 and 3; DP/265/1, 2 and 3)  The plan should present renewable energy as positive and enhancing, not as potentially negative.  It should welcome the various newable energy modes, and recognise their role in meeting the need to reduce pollution.  The presence of suitable sites elsewhere is not a reason to exclude wind turbines from the National Park.  Objection DP/232/3 is conditionally withdrawn (PC/6/1) in the light of PC115.



16.36	(PC/27/2)  This is an objection to PC115, the Deposit Draft version of Policy MNP8 having been acceptable to CPRW.  Wind turbines have an industrial character which is always inimical to the character and appearance of the rural landscape.  CPRW therefore welcomed the limitation to 3 turbines.  PC115 would remove this limitation, and allow for commercial enterprises feeding into the National Grid, rather than the small local needs schemes favoured by the earlier policy.  This scale of development would not accord with Policy EN3 of the Structure Plan, or with the criteria of Policy NP1.  If it is unacceptable to specify a particular number of turbines, then the policy should state that no links to the National Grid will be permitted, and that the electricity generated must be solely for local community use.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



16.37	There can be few issues which raise such strongly conflicting views as wind turbines.  Let me deal first with those objections which oppose them in principle in the National Park.  It is undoubtedly true that the primacy purpose of designation includes the conservation and enhancement of natural beauty and I have recommended some strengthening of the fundamental policy of the plan (NP1) in this respect.  I am also aware of the recommendations of the 2nd Report of the Welsh Affairs Committee on wind turbines.  However, the Government stated, in response, that it did not favour a general presumption against such development in sensitive areas such as National Parks, since this would effectively preclude them from the greater part of Wales.  It was considered to be better that local plans should set out the circumstances, however limited, in which development might be permitted.  Nor is there any reference to a blanket prohibition in TAN(W)8, although it is recognised that special considerations apply in National Parks and AONB's because of their landscape qualities.  Nonetheless, it is still true that the desirability of exploiting a clean, renewable energy resource must be balanced against visual impact in reaching a judgement on a particular proposal.  National policy does not support the prohibition on wind turbines sought by some of the objectors.



16.38	In my view, the approach taken by the revised Policy MNP8 is correct, ie that such development will not be permitted where it has a significant adverse effect on the National Park.  I do not consider that the policy, taken with MNP7 and MNP9, shows a negative approach to renewable energy.  However, the purpose of the local plan is to deal with land use issues, and it is not appropriate to include very general statements of good intent, or to deal with the global issues, or with what are essentially management matters concerned with the NPA's own operations.  (The NPA may wish to reconsider the last sentence of Policy MNP9 in the light of that comment, since it is not clear what it has to do with land use planning).  It is not, of course, possible for the NPA to have in the plan a policy for land outside its area.



16.39	In considering wind turbine proposals, it is the effect on the landscape which matters, not whether the proposal is to serve local need or a wider need.  There is no justification for setting an arbitrary limit to the number of turbines.  Three turbines might be unacceptable in one case, more might be acceptable in another.  There is simply no case for seeking to add to the policy a statement that links to the National Grid will not be permitted, and that the electricity generated must only be for local use, since who uses electricity from a particular source is not a land-use planning matter.  The view that commercial development of wind turbines could not accord with Policy EN3 of DSP and NP1 of this plan is not tenable.  Like the judgement that there are no suitable sites for wind turbines in the National Park, it is a sweeping general statement that flies in the face of national policy, which is that each case must be taken on its own merits, balancing energy considerations against impact on the landscape.



16.40	I must deal in more detail with the remaining objections from the West Wales Energy Group, but first I should comment on the proposition that the NPA should not resist development on the grounds that it can take place elsewhere, a point also made by NES (L and A).  It must be remembered that the boundaries of the NPA area have been defined because of the landscape quality of what is within them, and that National Park designation is the highest category of landscape protection.  Where a Local Planning Authority area consists entirely of National Park, it is sensible that no major development should be permitted where there is a suitable alternative site outside the park and this is reflected by Policy MNP1.  Policy MNP1 permits wind turbines in the Park where they do not have a significantly adverse effect on the purposes for which the Park was designated: where they do, MNP1 may come into effect, raising the question of alternative sites.  I see nothing absurd in that.



16.41	I turn now to more detailed criteria, beginning with the 400m separation distance.  The reason for this distance (in criterion 3) is presumably to avoid noise nuisance and risk which is also dealt with in criterion 4).  The objectors concern is that this distance is onerous in case of single domestic turbines, although that point seems to be covered by the words "except in the case of habitation occupied by proposer".  The wording of criterion 3) is also odd in that it refers to "any building designed to occupy people".  People occupy buildings, not vice versa!  If the objective of the 400m is to avoid noise and risk, it would be better to say so eg:



	"3)	levels of risk, noise and other disturbance are not significantly increased.  This will normally require turbines to be sited 400m or more from any building likely to be occupied by people (except in the case of a dwelling occupied by the proposer)".



16.42	This would achieve three things.  It would explain what the 400m is intended to achieve.  It would allow for a reduction on the 400m if the objectives could be achieved in some other way.  It would allow for a reduction in the case of a proposal intended to service a single dwelling occupied by the proposer.  If shadow flicker and telecommunications interference are not intended to be relevant in the 400m limit (which appears to be the case) then they can be part of a separate criterion, leaving the policy with eight criteria.



16.43	On the undergrounding point, it appears to me that the reference to connections to the grid makes it clear that this requirement will not normally apply to single domestic turbines.  I do not regard it as unreasonable in the case of larger installations.  Criterion 6) is an oddity since it does not relate to the tests a proposal has to satisfy to gain approval in the first place.



16.44	"Wind generator" was added to Schedule 2 of the 1988 TCP (Assessment of Environmental Effects) Regulations in 1994.  As such, EA is required if it "would be likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as its nature, size or location".  The explanatory text to the policy gives the impression that EA will almost always be required, which rather prejudges the issue.  It would be more appropriate to state in the first sentence of the second paragraph of the text that "The NPA will require the submission of an assessment of the environmental impacts of any development proposals falling within the remit of this policy and likely to have a significant environmental effect".  I see no good reason for dropping the reference in the rest of the paragraph to the 10 general areas identified outside the National Park as being feasible for wind generation development.  Nor do I see any need for specific reference to footpaths, since criterion 8) requires compliance with other plan policies.  Policy TNP6 would safeguard public rights of way.  Safeguarding of informal paths would be a matter to be treated on its merits in each case.



16.45	It is clear from the range of objections received that it is quite impossible to devise a policy that will be universally acceptable.  Policy MNP8, as proposed for change by PC115, PC116 and PC298, seems to me to get the balance about right.



16.46	One final point:  the reference in line 2 of the text to "less than one mile" should be to "less than 2 km".



RECOMMENDATION



16.47	I recommend that



	  i.	Proposed Changes 115, 116 and 298 should be made.



	 ii.	criterion 3) of the policy should be reworded as set out above.



	iii.	the reference to EA in the text should be reworded as set out above.



	 iv.	the reference in the text to miles should be altered to kilometres.



	  v.	criterion 6) should be in the text, rather than the policy.



but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections (see also recommendation iii) under "MNP General/Omission" above).

�ANGLE SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



17.1	Angle is a remote, linear settlement of 242 people.  The population grew by 4% between 1981 and 1991, and there were 8 residential completions between 1986 and the end of 1995, at which time there were 11 residential commitments.  No new land allocations are proposed, although the plan notes that there may be scope for minor residential growth as a result of land release after 2005.  There are policies in respect of landscape conservation and open space.  There are 6 objections.



AN: INSET MAP



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/74		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



17.2	Angle Bay SSSI boundary is incorrectly shown (conditionally withdrawn by PC/26/34 in the light of PC286).



INSPECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION



17.3	I recommend that PC286 should be made.



AN: GENERAL



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/24/1	)

	DP/24/2	)

	DP/24/3	)	Angle Estate

	DP/24/4	)

	DP/24/5	)



THE OBJECTIONS



17.4	The village boundary should be amended to include three areas of land: land between Bush Farm and Castle Farm; land between Bush Farm and the road; and the field at Whitehall Farm.  The first and third are suitable for residential development; the second can continue to be protected during the plan period by designation under Policy CNP8.  The field at Whitehall Farm should not be designated as open space under Policy CNP8.  The plan is restrictive in nature, and there is a lack of future development opportunities.  The plan should incorporate some of the positive proposals in the Angle Initiative, giving a reasonable balance between preserving the natural beauty of the area and sustaining a viable indigenous population.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



17.5	The development limit is correctly drawn.  The land between Bush Farm and Castle Farm is not a potential housing site, since it is backland, poorly related to the strongly linear pattern of settlement, and its development would be a clear incursion into countryside.  In addition, vehicular access from the B4320 is substandard, both in terms of width and of visibility at the junction with the main road.  The other two sites have a frontage to the main road through the village, but development would not conform with the plan's definition of "infilling".  These open areas allow views to the farmland beyond, and are essentially agricultural in nature, contributing positively to the character of the settlement.  The existing consents allow for a continuation of past rates of residential completions, and no particular reasons have been advanced that would justify further land releases in the plan period.



17.6	The two areas designated under Policy CNP8 are, for the reasons given above, appropriately designed (for the sake of consistency, shouldn't the policy be called "AN/CNP8"?).  Insofar as the plan is restrictive, that seems to follow from the purposes of National Park designation although, as I have noted, past completion rates could be sustained for the remainder of the plan period, with the possibility of some land releases thereafter.  It is not made particularly clear what aspects of the "Angle Initiative" the objector considers the plan should specifically mention.  Only two seem to relate to the village itself.  One of these is the proposal for housing development between Bush Farm and Castle Farm, which I have dealt with above.  The other is for environmental works to the village street, which do not seem to be of a scope that requires a mention in the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



17.7	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�BROAD HAVEN SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



18.1	This is a coastal settlement of about 576 people, designated as an H4 settlement in DSP.  In the 1960's it was envisaged that, together with Freshwater East, it would develop into a `honeypot', diverting development pressure from other areas of the National Park.  Modern development has taken place adjacent to the Haverfordwest road, but there is still a considerable stock of unimplemented planning permissions.  The population grew by only 1.6% between 1981 and 1991, and 57 residential completions occurred between 1986 and December 1995, at which time 109 residential commitments existed.  No new land releases are proposed by the plan.  Twelve objections are listed to the Deposit Draft (although two of these, DP/197/2 and DP/197/3, do not deal with local plan matters, and hence cannot be duly made), and two further objections to the Proposed Changes.  To these should be added DP/268/15 which has been listed under Policy NNP3 but is, in fact, a site-specific objection.



BH/CNP1: HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/32/1		RW and RC Raymond

	DP/40/5		Havens Community Council



THE OBJECTIONS



18.2	(DP/32/1)  Object to final sentence of text, stating that planning consent will not be granted for new-build holiday accommodation in Broad Haven.  (DP/40/5)  The site is unsuitable for "small scale commercial facilities", as it is located in a residential area.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



18.3	Both these objections relate to the text concerning a site of some 2.5 ha at Sandyke Road, which was granted planning permission for 36 dwellings in 1977 with a detailed consent in 1980 (minor amendments granted on appeal 1994).  A proposal for self-catering holiday accommodation was refused permission in 1996.  In pursuance of the 1980 consent, work was commenced on roads and sewers in the early 1980's, but abandoned due, in part, to problems from old mine workings.  The Deposit Draft states that the NPA would favourably consider proposals for small-scale commercial or community/recreational facilities on the site, owing to the "magnitude of existing housing commitments".  The text also contains a blanket ban on any new-build holiday accommodation in Broad Haven.  The latter text is proposed to be modified by PC376 to refer to Policy VNP1, and to "limited opportunities" for new-build holiday accommodation.  In essence, I would agree with this change, since the previous embargo on such development, unsupported by any justification whatsoever, was not sustainable.  However, either of my suggested courses of action would make this change unnecessary.



18.4	It is necessary to begin by referring back to my comments on Policy VNP1 itself.  I have suggested a number of modifications to the policy, and I have drawn attention to the need to justify the fact that it takes a more stringent line than Structure Plan Policy TR12.  On the assumption that the NPA will seek generally to prevent land suitable for housing development passing to holiday accommodation, I have recommended that the plan should say so explicitly.



18.5	In its rebuttal proof in respect of the first objection, the NPA has referred to the contribution the permission for 36 units makes to the housing land supply of the local plan area and to the extent of the use of dwellings as second/holiday homes.  It is stated that the loss of this housing site would both result in pressure on the local supply of housing land, and set a precedent for further such changes of intended use of land.  I understand all that, but two observations must be made.  The first is that the reasons for refusal of the 1996 application for holiday accommodation did not mention these points.  The second is that the local plan clearly does not express any concern about the transfer of this site to non-housing uses, "due to the magnitude of existing housing commitments".  If the loss of the land to non-housing uses is, in itself, acceptable, then it is necessary to explain why holiday development should be resisted where commercial and recreational development would be acceptable.



18.6	The rebuttal proof also contains objections to the development of this site for holiday accommodation on the grounds that it would create an "imbalance" between the residential function of the village and the extent of holiday uses.  However, this is mere assertion, unsupported by any facts or figures, and cannot be taken very seriously.



18.7	Either the loss of this site to housing purposes is of concern or (having regard to the extent of existing commitments in Broad Haven) it is not.  If it is of concern, then it is illogical to be prepared to "favourably consider" commercial or recreational uses.  If it is not of concern, and that is what the plan clearly says at present, then there is no apparent reason to resist some holiday accommodation, particularly since Policy VNP1 as proposed to be modified would allow for some "limited" opportunities for such development.  There is a basic decision to be made here.  Either:



	  i.	accept the loss of the site to housing uses, in which case very much stronger reasons than any yet advanced would need to be given if holiday accommodation is to be resisted or



	 ii.	the plan should resist the loss of the site to any non-housing uses at all.



18.8	To turn to the second objection, the site does not appear to be particularly suitable for commercial development, being divorced from the commercial area of the village, and adjacent to residential land, through which its vehicular access is obtained.  The ill-defined reference to "small-scale commercial facilities" is too open-ended, and should be deleted.

�RECOMMENDATION



18.9	I recommend that the plan either accepts holiday accommodation as a potentially suitable use for this site or resists the loss of this site to any non-housing uses.  In both cases, reference to commercial development should be deleted.



BH: AFFORDABLE HOUSING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/40/7		Havens Community Council

	DP/268/4		Mr and Mrs E Mock



THE OBJECTIONS



18.20	The objectors do not agree that the involvement of a housing association is the best way to promote affordable housing.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



18.21	I find it very odd that the plan states that the NPA would welcome the involvement of a housing association.  The NPA is not a housing authority, and its function as planning authority is confined to land use planning matters.  Whilst the identification of land for affordable housing is a planning matter, who provides it is not.  The reference to a housing association should be deleted.



RECOMMENDATION



18.22	I recommend that the reference to welcoming the involvement of a housing association should be deleted.



POLICY BH6: RECREATION FACILITIES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/265/13	)	Mr and Mrs E Mock

	DP/265/15	)



	PC/48/1	)	RW and RC Raymond

	PC/48/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



18.23	(DP/265/13 and 15)  The land designated for low key recreational facilities under Policy BH6 has been undisturbed for many years, and has a variety of wild life.  It is an integral part of the land designated as having nature conservation interest under Policy NNP3.  (PC/48/1 and PC/48/2)  The proposed deletion of the BH6 proposal (by PC152 and PC206) is not justified, as the land lacks sufficient nature conservation interest to justify an NNP3 designation.  The proposed low-key recreational designation should be re-instated.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



18.24	I agree with PC152 that the BH6 designation should be deleted.  However, the limited survey work carried out has not demonstrated that the site justifies an NNP3 designation in its entirety.  The best course is to leave the land without any specific designation.  Any proposals for recreational or other use can then be tested against general plan policies (including NNP3, if sufficient justification is found).



RECOMMENDATION



18.25	I recommend that the objection site should remain unallocated in the plan.



BH/UNP9: UNSTABLE LAND



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/40/14		Havens Community Council

	DP/268/14		Mr and Mrs E Mock



THE OBJECTIONS



18.26	Structural surveys are unnecessary, as no further land is allocated for development, and should be restricted to land which already has planning permission.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



18.27	This is an informative, not a policy, and may be a helpful indication to potential developers.



RECOMMENDATION



18.28	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



BH: VARIOUS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/268/1	)

	DP/268/5	)	Mr and Mrs E Mock

	DP/268/9	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



18.29	(DP/268/1)  The caravan park should be included within the settlement boundary, or the impact of its residents on the community included in the statement.  (DP/265/5)  130 commitments for residential development is not really very much: it is smaller than the caravan park.  No further commercial development is needed.  (DP/268/9)  Environmental improvement is needed at the seafront, as well as the other locations mentioned in Policy BH2/CNP9.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



18.30	The caravan park is outside the built-up area of the village, and it should not be included in the development limit, since to do so would carry an implication that the site is potentially suitable for redevelopment with permanent structures, which would be an undesirable major incursion into the countryside.  The existence of the caravan park is mentioned in the introduction to the settlement statement, and I do not see what more is needed.



18.31	I am not entirely clear what amendment to the plan is sought by the second objection.  If it is the deletion of the reference to commercial facilities in CNP1, then I agree, and have recommended accordingly elsewhere.



18.32	CNP9 would be changed by PC151 to refer to the seafront, which would meet the objectors' main concern.  However, this is not really a land use policy, and it would be better included as supporting text.



RECOMMENDATION



18.33	I recommend that Proposed Change 151 should be made, and BH2/CNP9 phrased as text rather than as a policy, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�CALDEY SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



19.1	The island of Caldey has a population of about 60, of whom some 20 are Cistercian monks.  Perhaps surprisingly, the population increased by 11.4% between 1981 and 1991, but there have been no residential completions in the past decade, and there are no existing commitments.  The plan makes no land allocations and the five policies cover such matters as the jetty, the access road, environmental factors and public access.  There are three objections, all of which have led to proposed changes.



CD: INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/17/1		Father Stephen, Caldey Abbey



THE OBJECTION



19.2	The introduction refers to the designation of the whole island as a Conservation Area.  No objection is raised to the principle of designation, but it has never been envisaged that the whole island would be so designated.  The plan should be more specific on the area proposed for designation.  (The objection is conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC194).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



19.3	Conservation Areas are not designated through the local plan process, and it is, therefore, inappropriate to be specific about boundaries.  If the NPA is satisfied that any CA designation will be confined within the "central north/south corridor of the island", then it can appropriately say so, as in PC194.  Three other points of correction concerning the last paragraph of the introductory text.  Firstly, the fifth sentence ("Despite its usual ...... in the 1950's") should be deleted since (as the next sentence says) the monastery is now listed Grade II*.  Secondly, the word "monastery" is mis-spelt in PC194.  Thirdly, the architect of the monastery was John Coates Carter; the name is not hyphenated, as in the fourth sentence.



RECOMMENDATION



19.4	I recommend that Proposed Change 194 should be made, together with the corrections set out above.



POLICY CD4: CALDEY PRIORY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/128/7	)	Pembrokeshire County Council

	DP/128/8	)



THE OBJECTIONS



19.5	The objector accepts the first paragraph of the policy, which seeks to ensure that the contemplative atmosphere and sense of place are protected.  However, the second paragraph, which presumes against granting of planning permission or listed building consent for rebuilding or re-use of the church and the domestic ranges is over-prescriptive.  There is also an objection to the fourth paragraph of the accompanying text.  Rather than presuming against development, the policy should set out criteria against which any proposals can be assessed, in similar terms to the general Policy BNP7.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



19.6	The NPA has recognised the effect of the Ecclesiastical Exemptions Act, and has proposed amendments under PC317.  The second paragraph of the policy, and the fourth paragraph of the text would be deleted.  I agree with these changes.  As regards Policy BNP7, I have suggested far reaching changes and the NPA will wish to consider the detailed wording of the policy and the text of CD4 in the light of their response to my recommendations on BNP7.



RECOMMENDATION



19.7	I recommend that (subject to review in the light of modifications to Policy BNP7) Proposed Change 317 should be made.

�DINAS CROSS SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



20.1	This is a small community (about 600 people) stretching along the A487 Fishguard -Newport road, with a tongue of development running northwards to Bryn-Henllan.  There is recent housing development and a stock of outstanding permissions, going back in some cases over 30 years.  There is only one objection, and that concerns a property at Bwlch-Mawr, a ribbon of development along the A487 to the west of Dinas itself, from which it is separated by open land protected by Policy DC2.



POLICY DC2: LANDSCAPE CHARACTER: GREEN WEDGES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/88/1		Mr Rex Harris



THE OBJECTION



20.2	The development boundary at Ty Rhos is arbitrarily drawn, without regard to the present or historic curtilage of the property.  It does not reflect the historic curtilage of the former farm settlement, as is the case in other boundaries in the area.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



20.3	Development limits will not always follow existing curtilage boundaries, let alone historic ones.  Including land within a development boundary carries with it an implication that the land is (subject to other plan policies) seen as potentially suitable for development.  Where some land within an existing/historic curtilage is not seen as suitable for development, then the correct course is to exclude it from the development boundary.  The presence (or former presence) of agricultural buildings would not, in any case, establish that the land in question should be regarded as having development potential.  I agree with the NPA's recent suggestion that a small area of land immediately adjoining Ty Rhos, and clearly part of the domestic curtilage, should be included in the development limit, but that the remainder of the objection site (currently shown as `white' land not subject to any designation) should be covered by Policy DC2 (all as shown on the map accompanying the NPA's rebuttal proof).



RECOMMENDATION



20.4	I recommend that the development boundary at Ty Rhos should be modified as proposed by the NPA, and that the remainder of the objection site be designated as a "green wedge" under Policy DC2.

�FRESHWATER EAST SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



21.1	This is a coastal settlement of some 275 people, with a complicated history.  Prior to 1947, development described by the Hobhouse Committee as an "unsightly conglomerate of shacks and bungalows" took place among and behind the sand dunes fringing the beach.  In the 1950's, Freshwater East and Broad Haven were identified as the two "honeypots" to which development pressure was to be directed in order to conserve other areas of the National Park.  Although neither settlement has grown to the extent then envisaged, there has been some growth at Freshwater East, eg a population increase (to 275 persons) of 24.5% between 1981-1991.  Between 1986 and 1995, there were 8 residential completions, and (at December 1995) there was an existing residential commitment of 13 dwellings.



21.2	In 1974, Pembrokeshire County Council adopted a Comprehensive Development Plan for Freshwater East, following a public inquiry.  The plan was intended to accommodate a growth in resident population to 860, with a summer peak of 5,000 visitors.  It proposed some 22 acres of high density holiday flats, and chalets, 46 acres of low density permanent residential accommodation, and over 8 acres of touring caravans and tents, together with commercial and shopping facilities, car parking and infrastructure works.  Most of this development has never occurred, and PCNPLP states that the CDA proposals are no longer relevant in todays circumstances.  This is largely because of changes in planning policy in the intervening period.  The influence of the CDA plan is stated to diminish as the local plan, which will replace it, proceeds towards adoption.



21.3	The local plan contains 15 policies (FWE1-15) relating to Freshwater East, to which some modifications would be made by the Proposed Changes.  There are 49 objections outstanding to the Deposit Draft, and 15 (including PC/30/1 and PC/30/2) to the Proposed Changes.



21.4	One final point.  The summary table on page 49 of Part 2 "Settlement Statements Revised Wording" (May 1997) states under `New Land Releases' that 1.5 acres (0.6 ha) maximum is released at Freshwater East for general residential needs.  This is an error; the plan makes no specific allocation of residential land here.



FWE: INTRODUCTION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/131/7		Freshwater East Society



	DP/224/106	)	Countryside Council for Wales

	DP/224/107	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



21.5	(DP/131/7)  The reference to redevelopment having "considerably raised the physical quality of the built environment" of the Burrows is inaccurate, and should be changed.  (DP/224/106)  There should be a clear statement of the unusual landscape character of the settlement (conditionally withdrawn by PC/26/28 in the light of PC179)  (DP/224/107)  The reference to the CDA plan merely prolongs the debate on its relevance, and should be replaced by a statement that it is now out-moded and out-of-date.  It should also be stated that the Structure Plan designation of Freshwater East as an H5 settlement was influenced by the CDA plan, and that allocations should now be restrained.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.6	The objection to the phrase about raising the "physical quality" is based on a misunderstanding.  What it means is that the buildings are more soundly constructed.  It is not a comment on the impact of buildings on the natural environment.  The statement as it stands is demonstrably correct in what it says.



21.7	CCW has two objections, the first of which is met by PC179.  As to the other, a full explanation of the CDA proposals is necessary to an understanding of the present situation.  The text makes it quite clear that the CDA plan is no longer seen as relevant to today's circumstances.  Policy H5 of DSP is permissive, not directive, and it does not specify that a new housing allocation must be made at Freshwater East.



RECOMMENDATION



21.8	I recommend that PC179 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



FWE: CDA PLAN



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/273/1-7 (inc)	)	Govan Davies Estates

	PC/28/1-7 (inc)	)



THE OBJECTIONS



21.9	The objector is the principal landowner in Freshwater East and, since all the objections are inter-related, and go to the heart of the settlement statement, it is convenient to consider them all together.  The change sought by the objector is the deletion of the settlement statement from the plan in its present form, and its replacement by one based on the Comprehensive Development Area Plan and the 1986 Section 52 Agreement.  At the heart of the objector's case  is the contention that the NPA should recognise that the 1986 planning permission is still extent, because development was commenced, and that the linked Section 52 Agreement still has force (the NPA disputes this).  The objector states that he has Counsel's opinion to this effect, and that legal action is impending.



21.10	It is the objector's case that the present settlement statement ignores both the Inspector's report of the 1972 Public Inquiry into the CDA proposals, and the Secretary of State's decision in 1974.  There has been no substantive change in national policy since that time to call the 1974 decision into question.  An outline planning application was made in 1981, and finally approved 5 years later, in May 1986, after completion of the S52 Agreement.  Demolition of some beach bungalows then took place, such demolition constituting the commencement of development.  An application for renewal in 1989 was not determined, and an application in January 1994 for planning permission for a reduced scheme was finally refused in September 1994.  Appeals in respect of both applications were lodged, but subsequently withdrawn.  Meanwhile, the County Council carried out some highway works in pursuance of the original plan proposals.  These commenced in 1990, well outside the period envisaged in the S52 Agreement, thus frustrating any effective start of the development proposals.



21.11	In addition to failing to reflect the CDA plan (still in force as a statutory plan) the settlement statement fails to accord with the provisions of the Structure Plan, in particular with Policy H5 and Policy TR23.  The former sets a `modest' target of about 50 dwellings, of which about 20 have either been built or have planning permission, leaving sites for 30 to be found, for which the plan makes no allocation, and which cannot be provided by infill.  The CDA plan provided for 46 acres of low density development.  Policy TR23 supports the provision of major tourism and recreation developments in appropriate locations, and Freshwater East has clearly been identified as an appropriate location.  The PCNPLP is, therefore, out of accord with the Structure Plan.  The continued relevance of the CDA plan itself had been acknowledged by the Inspectors' decision letters in two appeal cases, in 1990 and 1993.



21.12	Planning Policy in respect of tourism in Wales is set out in PG(W), and differs in material respects from policy in England.  The promotion of tourism is nowadays the over-riding public interest, as a source of jobs, whilst safeguarding the environment and local communities.  In England, which is under population pressures that don't exist in Wales, and where jobs are relatively plentiful, priority would be given to environmental considerations.  In the Welsh context, the Sandford Principle appears to be irrelevant.  The PCNPLP fails to reflect these principles.  PG(W) also refers (in paragraph 142) to the development opportunities presented by the developed coast.  This is in line with the `honeypot' theory of development, which underlies the entire concept of development at Freshwater East.  Failure to provide for tourism here will have a serious economic impact on Pembrokeshire.



21.13	More detailed objections are:



	a.	an objection to the residential development limits, in that they exclude land proposed for development in the CDA plan.



	b.	an objection to Policy FWE1, as being unnecessary, if the land identified for residential development in the CDA plan is included in the development limit.



	c.	Policy FWE3 should allow for the replacement of numerous dwellings demolished in preparation for the implementation of the CDA plan.



	d.	the area allocated for car parking by Policy FWE10 is insufficient to meet summer demand.  It has a capacity of 250 cars, whereas the CDA Plan provided for 1200.



	e.	the shops, community facilities, and public open space provisions of Policies FWE8, 9 and 10 do not accord with the S52 Agreement.



	f.	there should not be any proposals for Conservation Area designation (this appears to be a late objection, not duly made).



	g.	the proposed location of the sewage pumping station is unsatisfactory.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.14	Whether the 1986 outline planning permission is still extant, and whether the S52 Agreement is still enforceable, are questions of law.  As such, they are matters for the courts, and cannot be resolved through the local plan process.  I do not intend, therefore, to offer any opinion on them.  I shall confine myself to the planning aspects, and I shall take as my starting point the approach adopted by the local plan itself, ie that past development proposals for Freshwater East do not bind future policy.  The plan acknowledges that the CDA plan was statutorily adopted, and has not yet been replaced.  I note that decision letters in 1990 and 1993 gave it considerable weight, but those were before the Deposit Draft local plan was approved for public consultation (on 20 June 1994).  As the local plan proceeds towards adoption, it gains weight as a material consideration.  Conversely, that given to the CDA Plan diminishes.



21.15	The age of a plan does not, of itself, diminish its relevance.  However, the CDA proposals now seem like something out of an era long past, which is hardly surprising since the basic concept goes back over three decades.  The objector states that there has been no substantive change in planning policy in the 25 years since the 1972 public inquiry.  I think that view is easily refuted by asking the question " would such a proposal be likely to succeed today, against the background of current national policy?"  The answer must, I consider, be "no".  The objector lays an emphasis on tourism provision that national policy, as set out by PG(W), does not support.  The statement that the Sandford Principle is now irrelevant in National Parks in Wales is not supported by any reference to published policy guidance, and is not one with which I can, for one moment, agree.  I need only refer to the two statutory purposes of designation of National Parks, as set out in the Environment Act, 1995, and to paragraph 99 of PG(W).



21.16	PGW (paragraph 99) also makes it clear that major development should only take place in National Parks in exceptional circumstances.  PG(W) supports tourism but (paragraph 196) also seeks to safeguard the environment.  The same document deals with coastal planning and states (paragraph 142) that coastal locations should only normally be proposed for development that needs a coastal location.  One has to ask why 46 acres of low density residential development needs a coastal location.  Nor do I accept that this is the developed coast: it is largely undeveloped coast with a scatter of development, some of it regrettable.  I cannot agree that the reference to the "developed coast" is, in any case, a restatement of the "honeypot" theory underlying the expansion proposals of a quarter-century ago.  The question that would now have to be answered would be "why does a "honeypot" on this scale have to be in the National Park at all?"  To ask the question is to answer it - it doesn't.  Crucially, there is the issue of sustainable development, a phrase unknown 25 years ago.  I have heard many definitions of sustainability: but none of them could be framed to encompass the concept of the CDA proposals, on a Heritage Coast, within a National Park.



21.17	To turn to more detailed policy considerations.  The argument that the local plan is out of general accord with the Structure Plan is easily refuted by the fact that it has a Certificate of General Conformity.  The reference to Policy H5 is muddled and inaccurate.  The policy does not set targets, it is permissive, not directive.  The reference to 50 dwellings is also wrong; that was an indication of what was meant by "modest" development in the 1983 plan; it did not appear in the revised version.  Policy TR23 is a general policy which does not, of itself, mention Freshwater East or any other settlement.  It refers to "appropriate locations".  Whether Freshwater East is an appropriate location can, I think, be approached by looking at Policy EN2, which has a presumption against development proposals likely to adversely affect the character and amenity of (inter alia) the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park.



21.18	Finally, one can test the CDA proposals for compliance and consistency with the general thrust of the other policies in the local plan itself.  I shall mention only two: Policy NP1 (particularly as I have recommended it to be modified) and Policy MNP1.  I consider that it is clear that proposals of the type embodied in the CDA plan would be completely incompatible with the whole ethos of the emerging local plan itself.



21.19	In essence, then, and speaking from a planning viewpoint only, the type and scale of development proposed appears as an anachronistic hangover from a bye-gone era.  It must be significant that, over a quarter of a century later, neither Broad Haven nor Freshwater East has come anywhere near fulfilling the objectives then set out for it, a clear indication that the vision was flawed.  The concept is long past its sell-by date, and should not be perpetuated in the emerging local plan.



RECOMMENDATION



21.20	I recommend that no modifications should be made in response to these objections, other than (as the NPA rebuttal proof suggested) replacing the last four words of PC179 by the words "adjoining the built-up area of the village".  (PC377).



POLICY FWE1: BEACH BUNGALOWS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/127/9		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park

	DP/131/11	)	Freshwater East Society

	PC/43/4	)

	DP/170/4		Cllr J Allen

THE OBJECTIONS



21.21	(DP/127/9)  The word "significant" should be deleted in respect of adverse environmental effects caused by provision of services.  (DP/131/11 and PC/43/4)  The policy, which is supported, should not apply to the 3 bungalows north of Lundy View.  (DP/170/4)  Greater emphasis should be placed on careful restoration of beach bungalows, with great care to retain or restore traditional scale, detailed features and materials.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.22	I do not consider that the word "significant" should be dropped, as permission should not be refused because of "insignificant" adverse effects.



21.23	The three bungalows north of Lundy View are correctly included within the scope of Policy FWE1.  I do not agree that they are of a different character or history from other bungalows, and their setting, whilst not on the beach, is outside what can properly be regarded as the physical limits of permanent development.  They are quite clearly part of the scatter of dwellings of insubstantial construction which grew up at Freshwater East in the earlier years of this century, and it would be anomalous for the policy to treat them differently from other such dwellings.  To include them within the development limit would permit their replacement with larger buildings of permanent construction, and thus increase the visual intrusion caused by them, and by Lundy View, in views from the south.



21.24	I agree with the sentiments expressed in the final objection, but it is not clear to me in what ways the existing policy fails to reflect them, or what changes the objector is seeking.



RECOMMENDATION



21.25	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY FWE2: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LIMITS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/28/1		Mr D J John

	DP/80/1		Mrs Q Allen

	DP/132/1		Mrs T M Owen



THE OBJECTIONS



21.26	The residential development limit should be extended to the east to include the frontages of parcels PT393 (OS4252) and PT394 (OS5155), thus allowing the three (related) objectors to build bungalows for their own occupation on family land.  A further three bungalows on an existing row of 22 would not be significant.  The bungalows would be tastefully designed and would have no detrimental effect aesthetically or environmentally.  The site cannot be seen from the coast, and looking northwards from the road the bungalows would be less obtrusive than the distant row of pylons.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.27	The village boundary at this point is fairly clear-cut, since the road narrows, and then crosses a gully shown on the inset map as an "area of known nature conservation interest-woodland scrub".  There is a clear perception of leaving the built-up area and entering countryside, and the objection sites belong very much to the latter.  The objection sites would represent an extension of ribbon development into the countryside.  The argument that a further 3 dwellings added onto the end of a row of 22 dwellings cannot be significant is ingenious, but flawed.  If these 3 bungalows are built, then the row becomes one of 25 dwellings, so that the next 3 are even less significant, and so on ad infinitum.  It is, in fact, an argument for a ribbon development of infinite length!  Dwellings, even if tastefully designed, would have a detrimental effect on the countryside here.  Whether they would be more or less intrusive than the pylons is a matter of opinion.  However, the pylons are a public utility, which need to be there; the bungalows are a private interest, which do not.  I can well understand the objectors' desire to build on family land.  However, there are no personal circumstances of substance to set against the clear planning policy objections.  I note that planning permission here was refused as long ago as 1966.



RECOMMENDATION



21.28	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY FWE2: LAND NORTH OF LUNDY VIEW



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/100/1		Mr J Phillips

	DP/131/12	)	Freshwater East Society

	PC/43/5	)

	DP/166/4		Lamphey Community Council

	DP/278/1		Mr P F Orchard



THE OBJECTIONS



21.29	Land north of Lundy View forming part of field number OS 5434 should be included within the development limit, thus allowing for the construction of about a dozen dwellings.  The site is adjacent to existing dwellings, is well located in relation to village facilities, and is easily accessed and serviced.  The land is to be regarded as "settlement fringe", not countryside.  Freshwater East was identified as an H5 settlement, ie suitable for "modest" residential growth, in the Structure Plan.  The Local Plan must conform with the Structure Plan, but the NPA have made no residential allocations in Freshwater East, relying instead on a small number of outstanding consents, most of them granted in the past 2 years.  Allocation of the objection site would accord with the NPA's duty to foster the social and economic well being of the community, and would help to redress the imbalance between the small number of residents and the much larger number of holiday visitors.  Building north of Lundy View is much preferable to building on The Burrows (similar points are made in objections DP/119/1 and 2, considered elsewhere).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.30	In my view, the development limit is correctly defined here at present.  Lundy View is a row of modern bungalows, built on rising ground, at an angle to the main road, and clearly representing a "finger" of development running into countryside.  It is, quite correctly, included within the development limit, but it is poorly related to the general pattern of development, which follows the main road, and it should not serve as a precedent for further such development.  The objection site is countryside, forming part of a large open field, and it is on rising ground, and development here would be visible from the coastal area to the south.  As such, development here would not be compatible with the preservation of natural beauty.



21.31	Freshwater East is, indeed, designated as an H5 settlement in DSP, although I am told that was a hangover from the CDA plan.  In any case, Policy H5 is permissive, not directive.  It says that "modest" residential development "may" be allowed; it does not say that there must be a housing allocation in each of the named settlements.  The argument that designation would foster social and economic well-being could presumably be used with equal validity in support of any site anywhere in the National Park.  I am not at all sure that the argument about "redressing the balance" between residents and visitors has any validity but, if it does, 12 dwellings will make no material difference when visitors outnumber residents by 10:1 at peak times.  Nor is it clear why some or all of the new dwellings could not be holiday homes, increasing the "imbalance".



21.32	I agree that development north of Lundy View would be preferable to building on The Burrows, but it is a false antithesis; there is no requirement to build on either area.  The number of existing residential consents is small, but it allows for a continuation of past rates of growth for the remainder of the plan period.



RECOMMENDATION



21.33	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY FWE2: INFILLING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/195/4		Trewent Park Holiday Homeowners Association

�THE OBJECTION



21.34	The policy allows for small infilling development.  However, not all the area defined within the residential development limit is along main roads, and there is concern that the "adequate access and servicing arrangements" mentioned in the policy could lead to damage to The Burrows.  The objector is opposed to any further development on The Burrows.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.35	The definition of "infill" as "one or two units in a gap in an otherwise continuous built-up frontage" (Policy HNP3) would not seem to be readily applicable to the scattered development on The Burrows, the great majority of which is outside the development limits in any case.  The plan contains sufficient policy safeguards, particularly in the light of the proposed changes to Policy FWE3.



RECOMMENDATION



21.36	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY FWE2: APPEAL SITE NP/97/94



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/109		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



21.37	This site should not be defined on the Proposals Map (conditionally withdrawn by PC/26/33 in the light of PC224).



RECOMMENDATION



21.38	I recommend that Proposed Change 224 should be made.



POLICY FWE3: DEVELOPMENT ON THE BURROWS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/31/2		Pembroke Art Group

	DP/41/8		Mr D P Tierney

	DP/127/10		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park

	DP/131/13	)	Freshwater East Society

	PC/43/6	)

	DP/166/5		Lamphey Community Council

	DP/170/3		Cllr J Allen

	DP/182/1		Ms C Rogers

	DP/195/5	)	Trewent Park Holiday Homes Residents Association

	DP/195/9	)

	DP/278/2		Mr P F Orchard



THE OBJECTIONS



21.39	All objectors are opposed to any development on The Burrows.  The policy in the Deposit plan should be deleted.  FPNP (DP/127/10) seek an addition to the reasoned justification prohibiting two storey or bulky single storey buildings (done by PC184).  FWE Society (PC/43/6) consider the policy as revised by PC184 more acceptable, but it should still be deleted, and the text used to reinforce Policies FWE1 and FWE2.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.40	I need to set out something of the background to this difficult matter.  The Deposit Draft plan stated that planning consent would be given on The Burrows for the replacement of beach bungalows demolished in preparation for the CDA proposals.  The County Council was stated to have committed itself to about 5 replacement bungalows, and the policy was to give effect to this commitment.  FWE Society does not accept that any such commitment exists, and considers the original policy unwarranted.



21.41	Proposed Change 184 introduces a substantially revised policy, which states that planning consent will not be granted for residential development on The Burrows, except for existing proven commitments (PC230 amends the proposals map accordingly).  In other words, rather than accepting that there is a commitment, the policy now shifts the onus of demonstrating that any commitments exist onto the applicant.  The text then sets out the criteria that will be applied to any proposals for redevelopment.  The NPA has resolved, however, to seek to purchase the whole of The Burrows previously zoned for residential development, so that any commitment may be redeemed by money rather than a planning permission.



21.42	At the inquiry, a revised version was introduced as PC378.  This is PC184, but with the reference to existing commitments deleted.  The FWE Society is happier with this version.



21.43	The whole matter is clearly very complex, with considerable disagreement existing between the NPA and the principal landowner.  I do not, of course, know whether any commitments do or do not exist, and I shall confine my comments to the wording of the policy.  The deletion of the words "except for existing commitments" from PC184 has the effect of making the text seem at odds with the policy.  The latter now baldly states that planning permission will not be granted, whilst the former sets out the requirements for both redevelopment and any previously committed development.  Taking "redevelopment" first, Policy FWE1 allows for some replacement of existing dwellings, so (since FWE3 refers to FWE1) replacement dwellings on The Burrows might be allowed - this is presumably what FWE3 means by "redevelopment".  It would be clearer if the same word "replacement" was used in both policies.  "Previously committed development" is not defined.  It would be better if it were: or alternatively all reference to commitments could be dropped from both policy and text.



21.44	The policy would be clearer if it read:



	"No planning consent for new residential development will be granted on The Burrows (as defined in Policy FWE13), although replacement of existing dwellings [and dwellings resulting from proven previous commitments] may be permitted".



The words in square brackets can either be inserted, or omitted.  In the latter case they should be removed from the text as well.



RECOMMENDATION



21.45	I recommend that PC184 and PC230 should be made, but that the word "redevelopment" in the text should be replaced by the words "replacement dwellings", which should also appear in the policy, and that the reference to commitments should appear in both the policy and the text, or neither.



POLICY FWE3: THE BURROWS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/119/1	)

	DP/119/2	)	Mr A Ferrier

	PC/30/1	)

	PC/30/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



21.46	These objections are very wide ranging.  However, I take it that the main concern here is, in fact, to oppose development on The Burrows.  The objections to the Proposed Changes are, formally, to Policy LNP2, which I have recommended should be deleted.  However, I take it that they are, in fact, related to specific objections to development on The Burrows.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.47	I support the view of the NPA that the material which was introduced at the inquiry in respect of coastal erosion and risk was not related to a `duly made' objection.  However, the NPA undertook to instruct their consulting engineers to assess the risk at Freshwater East, and to take their recommendations into account in subsequent plans.  It was also stated that the County Council was preparing shore-line management plans which would, in due course, be reflected in statutory land use plans, as appropriate.  I have referred elsewhere to the objector's expressed view that development north of Lundy View was preferable to development on The Burrows.  However, that is, as I say elsewhere, a false antithesis.  The objector has confirmed that he is not advocating development north of Lundy View as such.  The NPA now proposes changes to Policy FWE3 as set out in the Deposit Draft.  However, the plan has never, in fact, allocated The Burrows for development (except, of course, for any proven commitment, which is not a matter the local plan can affect).



RECOMMENDATION



21.48	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objectors.



POLICY FWE5: SITE WEST OF TREWENT ROAD



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/170/5		Cllr J Allen



THE OBJECTION



21.49	The allocation of 0.5 ha of land for recreational/commercial development should be deleted.  It is no longer viable, since the CDA plan has been refused by the NPA.  The site should be cleared of existing buildings, and the area landscaped and used for car parking.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.50	The allocation coincides with the hardstanding area of the former car park and The Miracle Inn, now derelict.  The building, which is prominent in the landscape, is an eyesore, and its replacement could be an environmental improvement.  The proposed allocation is much smaller than that allotted for commercial uses in the CDA plan (1.25 acres as against 2.3 acres).  I am not clear why the objector considers it to be unviable.



RECOMMENDATION



21.51	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY FWE8: COMMUNITY FACILITIES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/131/18	)	Freshwater East Society

	PC/43/9	)

	DP/195/8		Trewent Park Holiday Home Owners Association

	PC/7/1		Mrs A Barlow



THE OBJECTIONS



21.52	Policy FWE8 allocates a specific site for the provision of shop, tennis courts, and village hall.  Whilst this is welcomed, the location of all three on the same site, and that a site unlikely ever to come forward, is too inflexible, and makes it more difficult for realistic proposals to come forward.  The shop and the hall might be provided by conversion rather than new building.  The plan should state that other sites will not be precluded.  A community notice board should be installed on the allocated site.  The facilities currently available in the village are not correctly described in the plan.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.53	It seems reasonable that the plan should state that alternative locations that are proposed will be considered under the appropriate policies.  The NPA states that FWE15 (as amended by PC189) would allow for a community notice board on the site.  PC326 would update the situation on existing facilities.



RECOMMENDATION



21.54	I recommend that Proposed Changes 186, 187, 225 and 326 should be made, and also that it should be stated in the plan that the allocation of a site will not prevent other proposals being considered in the light of relevant policies.



POLICY FWE10: BEACH CAR PARKING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/131/21		Freshwater East Society

	DP/166/1		Lamphey Community Council

	DP/170/2		Cllr J Allen

	DP/184/1		Pembroke Town Council

	DP/195/1		Trewent Park Holiday Homeowners Association



THE OBJECTIONS



21.55	The NPA have failed to reinstate the beach-side car parking which existed for many years, a facility that was of great benefit to the elderly, the disabled, and those with young children.  At least some parking spaces, particularly for the disabled and for general off-season use, should be provided on the beach side of the main road.  For those who have to cross the road from the car park to the beach, road safety must be a primary consideration, particularly for those with young children.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.56	I understand that in 1992/3 the car park on the beach side of the main road was closed, and the land on which it had stood was restored, to re-integrate it with the adjoining dune grassland habitat.  At the same time, the car park on the other side of the road was extended, by infilling part of the freshwater marsh.  The loss of beach-side car parking is clearly regretted by the objectors, and understandably so.  However, in the interests of both conservation and natural beauty, it would be difficult to justify large-scale car parking being re-introduced in the beach area.  The proposal for a landscaped turning area and setting down point, with some disabled parking, made by Policy FWE10(b), seems to be  a reasonable compromise.  The level of parking has not yet been determined, but it could be available for some general parking in the off-season.  Road safety is, of course, an important consideration for those crossing the road from the main car park, and this is recognised by the text to Policy FWE11, which states that the NPA will liaise with the County Council (who are, of course, the Highway Authority) in the completion of the road improvement scheme to ensure safe provisions for pedestrians crossing the road.



RECOMMENDATION



21.57	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to those objections.



POLICY FWE11: PHASE 3 ROAD IMPROVEMENTS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/127/1		Friends of Pembrokeshire National Park

	DP/170/1		Cllr J Allen

	DP/224/112		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



21.58	The proposed road improvement is unnecessary, particularly since the demise of the CDA plan.  The present narrow bridge, which should be retained, acts as a traffic calming measure.  Problems with traffic during the summer months are due to the inadequate access to the existing car park, and to insufficient turning facilities.



INSPECTOR'S COMMENTS



21.59	The NPA is not, of course, the Highway Authority, and this would be a County Council scheme.  However, the NPA support it, as essential to traffic management and road safety, and say that the demise of the CDA plan has no bearing on the matter.  The NPA supports the retention of the existing bridge.



RECOMMENDATION



21.60	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY FWE12: BOAT PARK AND SLIP



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/131/23		Freshwater East Society



�THE OBJECTION



21.61	The proposal for the provision of a parking area for boat users is welcomed, but space for 20 vehicles and trailers is not sufficient.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.62	I note that the proposal is for an experimental period of 2 years, which would enable the adequacy of 20 spaces to be tested.  However, it will be necessary to balance the extent of any provision against the undesirable nature of any incursion into areas of dune grassland which are, at present, undisturbed.



RECOMMENDATION



21.63	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY FWE15: COMMUNITY NOTICE BOARD



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/133/7		Mrs A Barlow



THE OBJECTION



21.64	A community notice board should be in the centre of the village, at the top of Grotto Road.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.65	It is, perhaps, surprising to find a local plan going into such detail as the number and siting of notice boards!  Proposed Change 189 should help to meet the objection.



RECOMMENDATION



21.66	I recommend that Proposed Change 189 should be made.



POLICY PWE16: SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS



OBJECTION NO:



	PC/43/23		Freshwater East Society



THE OBJECTION



21.67	The policy is supported, but the reference to "beach car park" should be changed to "National Park car park".



INSPECTOR'S COMMENTS



21.68	The NPA is prepared to change the reference to "National Park Authority car park", to bring it more into line with Policy FWE10.  The objector agrees; and so do I.



RECOMMENDATION



21.69	I recommend that the reference should be changed to "National Park Authority car park".



FWE: OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/110		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



21.70	Policy FWE4 appears to have been omitted from the settlement statement.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



21.71	Correct!  PC315 would renumber the policies accordingly at adoption stage.



RECOMMENDATION



21.72	I recommend that Proposed Change 315 should be made.



FWE: INSET MAP



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/131/1		Freshwater East Society



THE OBJECTION



21.73	Footpath 17/12 is incorrectly shown.  (The objection is conditionally withdrawn by PC/43/17 in the light of PC228).



RECOMMENDATION



21.74	I recommend that Proposed Change 228 should be made.

�HERBRANDSTON SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



22.1	This is a settlement of about 385 population (2.7% growth, 1981-91) in the shadow of oil refineries.  There were 8 residential completions in the period 1986-December 1995, with 5 existing commitments at the end.  Policy HB1/HNP1 allocates further land for up to 12 dwellings, and there is a little scope for further infill.  There are 5 policies, and 2 objections.



POLICY HB1/HNP1: HOUSING LAND



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/209/3	)	Herbrandston Community Council

	DP/209/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



22.2	Two areas of land are suitable for general housing provision: Field 7980, and the land south of the recreation ground.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



22.3	The existing commitments and the plan allocation are sufficient to allow continuation of past growth rates over the plan period, and the Community Council states that it accepts that future growth will be limited.  Hence there does not seem to be any particular need to identify further housing land at this stage.  Field 7980 is large and could accommodate a substantial number of dwellings.  It is agricultural in nature and is clearly part of the countryside.  There seems to be no case for allowing such a large incursion into the countryside at this time, although I note the view of the NPA that it may be appropriate for development after the end of the plan period, ie after 2005.  The other site is smaller, but is also countryside, and similar considerations apply.  There would also be problems of vehicular access here, as the Highway Authority's comments show.



RECOMMENDATION



22.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�JAMESTON SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



23.1	This village has grown rapidly since the 1970's, with the population increasing by 61.6% between 1981 and 1991, and it now accommodates about 300 people.  There were 44 residential completions between 1986 and 1995.  There are 29 existing residential commitments, and no new housing or other land allocations are proposed in the plan.  There are 2 objections, both to omissions.



JM: OMISSION (HOUSING)



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/1/1		Mr R T Johns



THE OBJECTION



23.2	Land north of the A4139 should be allocated for up to 9 dwellings.  There are no water or sewerage objections, and the highways objection can be overcome.  The scale of development proposed is modest, and would form a natural extension and `rounding off' of the village.  The land could be developed for affordable housing suitable for young working families.  (However, at the inquiry it was stated that what was required was 5 bungalows for the objector's children).  At the inquiry, it was confirmed that the objection site comprised fields 300 and 302.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



23.3	The objection site is quite large, and irregular in shape, coming almost to a point at its northern extremity.  It lies on the northern side of the main road through the village, but lacks direct access to it, lying behind a row of dwellings.  Its development would be a clear extension of built development into countryside to the north of the village, and the land is not well related to the existing built-up area of Jameston.



23.4	There is also the question of vehicular access.  There is a lane to the north-east of the site, but a connection to it would require an access road across intervening land.  The lane is, in any case, narrow, and not well-suited to take any further traffic.  It has been suggested that at least part of a bungalow fronting onto the main road could be demolished to provide access.  However, this would result in a short spur road to what would be in essence backland development, and the road could impact unfavourably on the amenity and privacy of those living on either side of it.  Also, the junction with the main road would offer very poor visibility towards the west for those exiting from it.  All in all, this would be a very poor site for housing development.

�RECOMMENDATION



23.5	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



JM: OMISSION (GREEN WEDGE)



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/36/4		Manorbier Community Council



THE OBJECTION



23.6	Land at Corner House should be designated a "green wedge" under Policy CNP8.  (The NPA has indicated that it has no objection).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



23.7	The area of land involved is tiny, and most of it appears to be a domestic garden.  It would, in fact, be impractical to show an area of land this small on the map accompanying the settlement statement!  The policy cannot reasonably be extended in scope to cover areas of land as small as this site without becoming unworkable in practice.



RECOMMENDATION



23.8	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�LAWRENNY SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



24.1	Lawrenny is a small (about 75 population) settlement in the wooded upper reaches of the Daugleddau estuary.  Much of it is in a single ownership, the landowner being the main objector.  In the period 1986-1995, there were 7 residential completions; there are 13 existing consents.  No new land allocations are proposed.  There are, however, 9 policies, dealing with infill, open space, environmental improvements etc, including Policy LR8 dealing with Lawrenny Quay.



LR: VARIOUS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/271/1		Mr D Lort-Phillips



THE OBJECTIONS



24.2	This single objection number covers a number of discrete objections, which may be summarised as follows;



	i.	Site 1; plot adjacent to Jackson's Cottage.  This land, which has a lapsed planning consent, should be allocated for 1 dwelling.



	ii.	Site 3; the site of the former Lawrenny Castle is proposed for a Residential Study Centre.  The plan makes no provision for this proposal.



	iii.	Site 4.  Policy LR8 does not make adequate provision for achieving proper public access to the water at Lawrenny Quay.



	iv.	Site 5.  The plan should recognise that the enclosure north of Broad Lane is suitable for a small social housing development of 4-6 units.



	v.	Sites 6 and 8.  Old Home Farm complex.  These two sites are part of a large complex of farm buildings and should not be arbitrarily divided in the way policy LR6 seeks to do.  In particular, improvements to Site 8, as sought by LP6, is not possible whilst it has to serve as the vehicular access to Site 6, but the NPA does not favour a new access being formed.  The third paragraph of the text to policy LR3 should apply to both sites.



	vi.	Site 7.  Policy LR3 should be amended or deleted as the New Home Farm livestock buildings are necessary, and there are no foreseeable circumstances that would allow for their removal.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



24.3	The development boundary proposed for the village would exclude Site 1, and correctly so in my view.  Whilst there are dwellings on the east side of the road opposite Site 1, Jackson's Cottage is the only dwelling here on the west side.  A dwelling on Site 1 would clearly not be infilling, and would, equally clearly, impinge very visibly on the large area of open space taking in the church and the adjoining parkland, which it is intended to protect under Policy LR4.  I note that there was previously consent for a single dwelling here, but since that lapsed a decade ago, it is not of great relevance today.



24.4	Turning now to Site 3, I should record that very little information was made available at the time of the inquiry as to the form or extent of the proposed Residential Study Centre.  The site is an outstanding one, with superb views to the south.  Lawrenny Castle stood there until its demolition in 1952.  Consents for residential development of the site in 1973 and 1976 were not taken up, and the site has clearly lost its former residential use.  An application for a Study Centre in 1996 was refused.  A further outline application had been made before the inquiry.



24.5	There are three ways in which significant development proposals can be incorporated in a local plan.  If the proposal is sufficiently well developed, and is supported by the Local Planning Authority, then a policy supporting the development can be incorporated.  Alternatively, the criteria which will be used in assessing a future proposal can be set out in the plan.  Finally, the plan can make no specific provision, and rely instead on general policies to evaluate any subsequent applications.  I assume that what is being sought here is a specific policy supporting the provision of a Residential Study Centre on the site of the former castle.  However, in view of the 1996 refusal and given the almost complete lack of information available to me at the inquiry, (only a 1:2500 scale block plan: no 656/03) I am unable to recommend that the plan should contain such a policy.  The NPA could set out in the plan specific criteria if they wished to do so, or they could rely on the general plan policies.  The plan's silence on such a proposal does not, of course, mean it would automatically be refused.  It might be allowed as being within policy, or as an exception to policy because of special factors.  However, it would be inappropriate for the plan to contain a specific commitment to the project.



24.6	Policy LR8 seeks to re-establish more intensive recreational use of Site 4 by improving public access and other facilities.  It also designates (as does Policy LR6) some kind of unspecified "improvement area", an odd formulation that seems to mean nothing very tangible, and is probably better dropped.  The objector appears to seek a more positive commitment to ensuring public access, but this seems to relate to matters that are the concern of the County Council, rather than being local plan considerations.



24.7	Site 5 could be considered for a local needs housing scheme under Policy HNP8 but, by definition, the plan cannot identify it as being suitable.  I would not support a specific allocation of this land for general housing need.  In the first place, it would be a clear extension of the village into open country and, in the second place, there is no pressing need to identify additional housing land in Lawrenny.



24.8	I want to take Sites 6, 7 and 8 together.  It seems to me very odd to have a specific policy (LR3) stating that the farm buildings on Site 7 should be removed if they become redundant.  They are less than 20 years old, and I am not aware that it has ever been suggested that they should be redeveloped.  On the other hand, the text to the policy suggests that further business uses will be allowed, where appropriate, in the farm buildings on Sites 6 and 8.  That seems to me sufficiently important as a statement to justify being a policy.  Policy LR6 then states that an "improvement area" is thereby designated on Site 8.  It is not stated what sort of "improvement area" this is, or what "designation" means (one suspects, nothing at all).



24.9	I suggest that LR3 and LR6 should be deleted, and replaced by one policy dealing with Home Farm, and stating that further business uses there will be acceptable, subject to the stated conditions.  The accompanying text can state that the area of the farm shop would benefit from minor improvements/enhancement and can mention the question of vehicular access.  It can also be mentioned in the text that the building north of Hill View are excluded from the policy, as they are considered unsuitable for conversion/redevelopment, for the reasons given.



RECOMMENDATION



24.10	I recommend that:



	i.	the nebulous "improvement area" designation in Policies LR6 and LR8 should be deleted;



	ii.	Policies LR3 and LR6 should be deleted, and replaced by a new policy dealing with the conditions under which business uses will be permitted within the existing agricultural buildings of Home Farm.



but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



LR INSET



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/84		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



24.11	Carew and Cresswell Rivers SSSI does not fall below Mean Low Water Mark (objection conditionally withdrawn by PC/26/31 in the light of PC210).



RECOMMENDATION



24.12	I recommend that Proposed Change 210 should be made.

�LITTLE HAVEN SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



25.1	This is a coastal village, with steep slopes behind the small beach area.  It has a population of about 250 (5.8% growth, 1981-91) and a relatively good range of facilities and services for its size, probably reflecting its popularity in summer months.  There were 8 residential completions, 1986-December 1995, and 3 existing commitments at the end of the period.  There are 4 plan policies, and LH1/HNP1 allocates land for up to 3 dwellings, although LH3 also recognises some scope for development at Blockett Farm (see below).  The NPA has listed 11 objections to the settlement statement.  However, one of these (DP/197/7) deals with a non-plan matter (regulation of jet ski's and vehicles on beach) so, by definition, cannot be duly made.  Four objection numbers are given (DP/250/1, 5, 6 and 7, together with three numbers elsewhere) to what is, in fact, one single objection.  Hence, in my view there are, in fact, 7 objections to the settlement statement, plus two to the Proposed Changes.



LH: TRAFFIC



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/40/20		The Havens Community Council



THE OBJECTION



25.2	There are no specific reference to traffic problems in Little Haven.  The Community Council would welcome a traffic calming scheme.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



25.3	Proposed Change 61 to Policy TNP11 should go some way to meeting the Community Council's concerns since the NPA commits itself to looking at traffic management in smaller communities.



RECOMMENDATION



25.4	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY LH1/HNP1: HOUSING ALLOCATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/250/1	)

	DP/250/5	)	Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin

	DP/250/6	)

	DP/250/7	)



THE OBJECTIONS



25.5	These objections (together with DP/250/2, 3 and 4, logged as objections to Policies HNP2, 3 and 4) are, in fact, one objection (as confirmed by letter dated 9 December 1996), to the non-allocation of land for a single dwelling at "Mill Race", Blockett Lane.  (In fairness I should say that the form of the original objection was not as clear as it might have been in some respects, and I can see how the points made were treated as separate objections).  The definition of `infilling' in the plan is too restrictive, and the objection site falls within the overall pattern and three dimensional form of the settlement.  The site is within walking distance of the village centre, and Blockett Lane was, in the past, used by heavy goods vehicles to the farm.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



25.6	The objection site lies outside the established limits of the village, and its development would clearly constitute sporadic building in the countryside.  It is a large site, capable of accommodating several dwellings.  Although the letter to which I have referred speaks of a single dwelling, this is not readily apparent from the original objection.  I note that an application for 3 dwellings was refused in 1990.  I do not agree that development here would relate well to the form and pattern of the village, which is essentially linear and close-knit.



RECOMMENDATION



25.7	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY LH1/HNP1 HOUSING ALLOCATION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/272/1		Mr G L Davies



THE OBJECTION:



25.8	Land within the curtilage of "Hillcroft", Blockett Lane should be allocated for one dwelling.  The site would not be visible from the village, and would not disrupt the rural scene.  Blockett Lane has passing places, and is lightly trafficked.  Also, two possible routes exist from the bottom of the hill, excluding access over the NP car park.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



25.9	This site is not within the built-up area of the village, as the objector seems to accept, and it would not be well-related to the existing pattern of residential development.  It does indeed lie on a theoretical line between Faulkner Bungalow and "Hillcroft", but the former is itself backland development and the latter is at a much higher level, on top of a steep hill, so that the "line" is meaningless in planning terms.  The site has no direct road frontage, and none of the vehicular accesses mentioned is satisfactory, even assuming that they are physically capable of being constructed.



RECOMMENDATION



25.10	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY LH3: LAND AT BLOCKETT FARM



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/134/1		Crescent Property Services

	DP/235/1	)	Toravon Fisheries

	DP/235/2	)

	DP/243/1		Mr C Baggs



	PC/17/1	)	Mr J Thornton (aka Toravon Fisheries)

	PC/17/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



25.11	(DP/134/1)  Development of up to 4 dwellings sought on western side of site, replacing two existing concrete portal frame buildings, and large loading area and car park.  Without such redevelopment, the buildings will remain, and possibly be re-used.



25.12	(DP/235/1 and 2; PC/17/1 and 2)  The planning permission for a fish farm on the southern part of the site should be shown, and the continued operation of the fish farm has not been considered in the policy.  (PC161 and PC209 responded to these original objections).  PC161 should recognise temporary planning consent for mobile home.  Buildings described as derelict are in use.  Plans should indicate consent for an agricultural dwelling (to be sought) and continued use of buildings.  PC209 should show extent of buildings in use, and mobile home.



25.13	(DP/243/1)  The reference should be to a "limited number" of dwellings, rather than 4, since a viable number is required if re-development is to proceed.  The NPA has previously indicated that not more than a dozen houses is likely to be justified.  Road access was adequate to be used by HGV's previously, and has been improved with passing bays.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



25.14	This large site, on rising ground above the village, was previously used for poultry raising, and substantial empty buildings exist.  The site is in three ownerships.  Policy LH3 is now proposed to be changed to refer to "limited development" for housing (number unspecified) in order to allow the existing buildings to be removed.  It states that a detailed feasibility study will be prepared by the NPA in consultation with the site owners, and that the re-location or accommodation of the fish farm will be one of the issues investigated.  This is a complex matter and the local plan cannot appropriately go into greater detail at this time.  The general extent of the fish farm should be indicated (insofar as it has planning permission).  Temporary consent for a caravan is too detailed a matter for indication in a local plan, and the plan cannot indicate a future agricultural dwelling for which the need has not yet been demonstrated, and no consent exists.



RECOMMENDATION



25.15	I recommend that Proposed Changes 160, 161, 209 and 310 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�LYDSTEP SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



26.1	This is a small settlement with a population of around 90 people, unchanged between 1981 and 1991.  There were 13 residential completions in the decade to December 1995, at which time there were 17 existing commitments.  No new allocations are made in the plan, since take-up of existing commitments will allow for continued small-scale growth through the plan period.  There are no specific village policies in the plan, although a village envelope is identified.  There are 6 objections.



LY: GREEN WEDGES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/36/2	)	Manorbier Community Council

	DP/36/3	)



THE OBJECTIONS



26.2	Land at the Sewage Treatment Works, and around the pond east of the village, should be designated as green wedges.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



26.3	Both parcels of land are outside the development limit, which will help to protect them from development.  They are, in any case, too small for such designation.



RECOMMENDATION



26.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



LY: HOUSING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/36/1		Manorbier Community Council



THE OBJECTION



26.5	Should the need arise, land for social housing for the elderly could be released immediately east of the shop.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



26.6	Presumably, this would be an "exceptions" release of land under Policy HNP8.  As such, no amendment to the plan would be required.



RECOMMENDATION



26.7	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



LY: GENERAL



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/161/8		Mrs F J Klein



THE OBJECTION



26.8	The plan should state more forcibly the need to prevent further development at Lydstep beyond that consented, and should prevent sporadic development and infilling in the village.  Any development should be for the organic needs of residents, and the character of the village should be preserved.  The landscape to the south of the village should be safeguarded for all time.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



26.9	There is no further land allocated by the plan for housing development, and a development boundary is identified which is quite tightly drawn to the existing built extent.  There might be some very limited scope of infilling, but if there is it must be for general housing need, and cannot be confined only to existing residents.  The landscape to the south of the village is outside the development limit, and therefore subject to countryside policies.  This safeguards it during the plan period, ie to 2005.  Beyond that, it relies on the present plan's successor.  Plans always have end-dates, and do not set out to protect anything "for all time".



RECOMMENDATION



26.10	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



LY: INSET



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/25/1		Mr M G Boot

�THE OBJECTION



26.11	The development limit should be amended to reflect the approval granted under NP/166/92.  (This would be done by PC235, which is supported by PC/15/1).



RECOMMENDATION



26.12	I recommend that Proposed Change 235 should be made.



LY: INSET



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/175/1		Col and Mrs R C Hutt



THE OBJECTION



26.13	A site for a single dwelling within the residential curtilage of Field House should be included within the development limit.  It could accommodate a two bedroomed single-storey dwelling, and has vehicular access from an adjacent lane.  The development limit would then follow the established mature hedge boundaries on the eastern, southern and western flanks of the site, and this would reflect the residential nature and use of the site without changing the village environment.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



26.14	The inclusion of the objection site within the development boundary would create a distinct salient extending into a wooded area forming part of the open rural setting of the village.  A dwelling in this location would not relate well to the existing pattern of development, and it would lack direct road access being served by a driveway leading to the sewage treatment works.  I note that an appeal for a single dwelling on this site was dismissed in October 1991, on the ground that it would be harmful to the natural beauty of the park.  Reference has been made in the objection to the personal circumstances of the objectors.  Whilst such personal considerations may sometimes be taken into account in determining planning applications or appeals, they should not influence the formulation of policy or the provisions of local plans.  There is no particular need to identify further housing land in the village.



RECOMMENDATION



26.15	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�LLANGWM SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



27.1	No settlement statement appears in the Deposit Draft version of the plan since, as a result of boundary changes, the village itself now lies wholly outside the National Park.  The settlement has a population of about 775, and is categorised as an H4 settlement ("moderate" residential development) in the Structure Plan.  There is one objection, in respect of a site which lies within the National Park.



LLANGWM: GENERAL



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/20/1		Mr and Mrs W G Morris



THE OBJECTION



27.2	A 1 hectare site at Guildford Road, Llangwm Ferry should be allocated for housing development.  The site can be regarded as forming part of the village of Llangwm, an "H4" settlement in Structure Plan terms.  Within the settlement it is difficult to find land suitable for development, in order to allow the growth envisaged by the Structure Plan, and therefore sites such as this should be considered.  It is within walking distance of village facilities, is readily accessed and serviced, and is genuinely available for development.  It is open land, suitable for 4 or 5 dwellings, and is too small for agricultural purposes.  It is separated from farmland in the same ownership by a road, and has an essentially urban setting between established housing.  The site has not been identified as an important "green wedge" under Policy CNP8.  Both Policy HNP3 (infill) and Policy HNP5 (ribboning), on which the NPA rely, are flawed, and are themselves the subject of objections.



INSPECTORS CONCLUSIONS



27.3	This site lies outside the developed area of the village, all of which has now been excluded from the National Park.  As a matter of principle, I do not accept that land within the National Park should be regarded as being available to meet the housing requirements of a village now (as a result of the 1991 Boundary Review) wholly lying beyond the National Park's boundary.  Nor do I accept the contention that Llangwm Ferry is part of the village of Llangwm in physical terms.  I am aware of the Inspectors comments in the May 1996 report into the Preseli Local Plan inquiry that potential development sites within that part of the village lying within the National Park should be considered.  However, that remark was made in the context of a local plan inquiry held in late 1994, ie before the National Park boundary was modified in November 1995.  The view of the local plan Inspector has thus been overtaken by events, and is not relevant to the present objection.



27.4	Development of the objection site would lead to the coalescence of Llangwm and Llangwm Ferry, negating the newly-defined National Park boundary, and extending ribbon development in contravention of Policy HNP5.  The site is far too large to be considered for development under Policy HNP3 infilling.  I deal elsewhere with specific objections to these policies, both of which I regard as essentially sound.  Development of this open and elevated site would not be compatible with the preservation of natural beauty.  There are also highways objections, in that the road is narrow, subject to on-street parking and lacks footpaths.  Whilst that part of the road along the frontage of the objection site might be improved by the objectors, the rest of it is outside their control.  The roads present short-comings would be exacerbated by development of this site.



RECOMMENDATION



27.5	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�LLANYCHAER SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



28.1	Llanchaer is a tiny settlement in the lower reaches of the Gwaun Valley, only part of which lies within the National Park.  The plan has two policies: LC1 allocates land for 2 dwellings and LC2 identifies a "green wedge".  There are 2 objections in addition to an objection (DP/4/1) to Policy TNP8, which I have dealt with elsewhere.



THE OBJECTIONS



LC OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/4/2		Mr P C Jenkins



THE OBJECTION



28.2	The plan should contain a policy protecting the village green from inappropriate development during the plan period, and stating that the NPA will support endeavours to have the land formally designated as a village green and will assist other groups and agencies.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



28.3	I have recommended that the road improvement line should be deleted, leaving the land designated as an open space to be protected under Policy CNP8, which will protect it against inappropriate development.  This would not be an obstacle to the land being designated a Village Green, but such a designation is not a local plan matter.



RECOMMENDATION



28.4	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY LC1: LAND FOR HOUSING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/94/2		Cwm Gwaun Community Council



THE OBJECTION



28.5	The land immediately to the east of the Council houses should be designated for housing.  Only 6 of the 8 houses intended were built, and the services for the other 2 already exist.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



28.6	The NPA are agreeable in principle to the exceptional release of the land for 2 dwellings under Policy HNP8.  This would not require any amendment to the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



28.7	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�MANORBIER SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



29.1	This is an attractive village within a population of some 640 people (6.1% population growth, 1981-91) located in a fine coastal setting.  There were 20 residential completions from 1986 to December 1995 and at the latter date there were 24 residential commitments.  The plan allocates (Policy MB1) land sufficient for a further 7 dwellings at Skrinkle, a detached housing estate to the east, and there is also some scope for infilling and conversions.  The plan has 3 policies, to which there are 9 objections.



MB: DEVELOPMENT LIMIT



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/7/2		Mr T C Parry



THE OBJECTION



29.2	Housing should not be built on the site adjacent to the vicarage, denoted for 7 dwellings on the inset map.  If, however, building is allowed here it should not exceed 4 bungalows or chalet bungalows.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



29.3	This site had a previous residential planning permission which has lapsed.  An application to renew the consent was withdrawn in 1996 pending the outcome of the local plan inquiry.  The site is within the identified development limit of the village which, given the site's history, is correct.  There are no changed circumstances of which I have been made aware which would justify setting aside the established principle of development on this site.  The form and exact number of dwellings is a matter for consideration at the planning application stage.



RECOMMENDATION



29.4	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY MB2/CNP8: OPEN SPACE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/16/1	)	Mr and Mrs P A Owen and Mrs Kelsey

	DP/16/2	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



29.5	Tarr Farmhouse, Coach-house and Cottage (a total of 3 dwellings) are shown as lying outside the development limit of the village, and within a CNP8 green wedge.  These properties are clearly part of the village, and should be included within it.  It is not understood why the land is designated under CNP8, as it is not particularly prominent, and the public has no rights of access over it.  Whilst it is appreciated that the NPA does not wish to see development here, a CNP8 designation is not appropriate and should not be used as a protective measure in this way.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



29.6	The village development limit is correctly drawn here.  The 3 dwellings are made up of a farmhouse and two outbuildings converted to residential use, and their character, appearance and location is related to their former agricultural nature rather than to that of the village proper, although they abut it.  I note the views expressed by the Inspector who dismissed an appeal for residential development here in 1989, and I agree broadly with them.  To include them within the village would also raise the difficulty of identifying a curtilage for them which would not give rise to unacceptable pressure for development.  I do, however, agree that there appears to be no good reason for the "green wedge" designation here on land indistinguishable from surrounding countryside.  There is some merit in the NPA's desire to protect the narrow "finger" of land extending down to the main road to the east of the dwellings, but that could be done by a much more limited designation under CNP8.



RECOMMENDATION



29.7	I recommend that the development boundary should not be modified to include the objection properties, but that the "green wedge" designation under Policy MB/CNP8 should be limited to the "finger" of land extending down to the main road through the village.



POLICIES MB1: HOUSING LAND AND CNP4: EXTENSIONS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/267/3	)	Mrs H Sutton

	DP/267/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



29.8	No development should be permitted until improved sewerage disposal is available.  Skrinkle estate should be zoned to permit extensions to existing properties.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



29.9	I understand that there will be a transfer of sewerage capacity from Manorbier STW to the new Tenby STW in 1998/9.  The NPA can control the scale and pace of development in the interim, if necessary.  As to domestic extensions, I know of nothing in the plan that prevents proposals for extensions at Skrinkle being considered in the same way as anywhere else in the National Park, since Policy CNP4 applies everywhere.



RECOMMENDATION



29.10	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY MB2/CNP8: OPEN SPACE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/36/5		Manorbier Community Council



THE OBJECTION



29.11	The land to the south of the castle, up to the church and along Shute Valley, should be designated as being of importance to the setting of the village.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



29.12	The NPA says that designation of this area, the landscape importance of which is recognised, is unnecessary, as it lies outside the development boundary of the village, and is also mentioned in the policy itself (point 5).  I do not find this at all logical.  If the land is mentioned under Policy MB2/CNP8, why is it not shown on the inset map with a CNP8 designation?  Also, if land outside the boundary needs no further protection, why are several parcels of land outside the development boundary shown with a specific CNP8 designation on the inset map, including thin slivers of land around Skrinkle?  If there is one area of land around Manorbier particularly worthy of a CNP8 designation, it must be that forming the setting of the castle and church.  The plan should therefore show the land on the inset map with a CNP8 designation (or alternatively delete all CNP8 land outside the development boundary).



RECOMMENDATION



29.13	I recommend that the designation of the landscape setting of the church and castle, listed as point 5) under the policy, should be indicated on the inset map.



POLICY MB3: FOOTPATH



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/7/1		Mr T C Parry

	DP/45/1		Mr and Mrs J N Bean

	DP/110/1		Representative Body of the Church in Wales

�THE OBJECTIONS



29.14	The route indicated for a new footpath from the A4139 to the village is unacceptable, and would have a detrimental impact on the amenity of residential properties.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



29.15	The NPA is not a Highways Authority and cannot itself designate footpaths, nor is the route of proposed footpaths a local plan matter.  The NPA now proposes to delete the line of the proposed footpath from the inset map (PC316).  The reference in the settlement statement would be more appropriate as text rather than as a policy.



RECOMMENDATION



29.16	I recommend that Proposed Change 316 should be made and that Policy MB3 should be deleted and replaced by an appropriate reference in the text.



�MARLOES SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



30.1	Marloes is a small settlement near the western-most point of the Dale peninsular.  It has a population of about 200, which grew by 5% between 1981 and 1991.  There were 6 residential completions between 1986 and the end of 1995, at which time there were 17 existing commitments.  No new housing land allocation is made by the plan, as take-up of existing consents is considered to be able to meet local demand for new housing during the plan period.  There is one policy only, dealing with open space, and there are 3 objections.



ML: HOUSING LAND



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/130/1		Mr and Mrs Evans



THE OBJECTION



30.2	Land east of Glebe Lane should be allocated for housing development as this would accord with Policy HNP3.  Planning permission has been given for residential development in the centre of the village since consent for 2 building plots on land east of "Ashdale" was refused in 1990.  This is a material consideration and when built these will change views into and out of the village.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



30.3	The western side of Glebe Lane is defined as the village limit at this point.  The objection site is composed of two long, narrow areas of frontage land on the eastern side of the lane, on either side of "Ashdale".  They are indistinguishable from the open country beyond.  The lane forms a well-defined boundary for development here, and to develop the objection site would consolidate the existing sporadic development along the eastern side, leading to "ribboning".  The two areas of land are too extensive for their development to qualify as infill in terms of Policy HNP3.  There is no pressing need to identify further housing land in the village to justify this clear incursion of development into the countryside.



RECOMMENDATION



30.4	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY ML1/CNP8 AND ML INSET



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/135/3	)	Marloes and St Brides Community Council

	DP/135/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



30.5	The Community Council does not wish to see the land adjacent to the clock tower designated as a village green.  There are mistakes in regard to the footpaths shown.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



30.6	In response to the first objection, the NPA has put forward PC158, which continues to reflect their commitment to the designation of a village green, but changes the form of words.  This is an example of the problems that can be caused by going into too much detail in a plan.  Village greens are not designated through the local plan process and I suggest that the reference is simply deleted.  The footpaths indicated should be corrected, if they are wrong.



RECOMMENDATION



30.7	I recommend that reference to designation as a village green be deleted, and that the correct alignment of footpaths should be shown.

�MILTON SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



31.1	Milton is situated about 4 miles east of Pembroke Dock but only a small part of it (with a population of about 10) lies in the National Park.  There are no policies in the plan, no land allocations and 3 objections.



MT/HNP4: HOUSING LAND



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/252/1		Mr R B Rogers



THE OBJECTION



31.2	The settlement limit should be modified to allow for up to 6 dwellings on land fronting Paskeston Road.  This would bring housing land allocations up to the figure of 50 dwellings required by Policy H5 of DSP.  Access could also be provided to the foreshore of Radford Pill, which would be a planning benefit.  A play area could also be provided.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



31.3	Policy H5 does not "require" land for 50 dwellings to be identified.  It is permissive, not directive, and the figure of "up to" 50 dwellings does not appear in the last version of the plan.  The pattern of development along this length of Paskeston Road is frontage building, not development in depth as sought here.  Such development would impinge upon the land along the Pill.  However, now that the former quarry here has been found to lack nature conservation interest, I agree with the NPA that there is no objection to amending the development boundary to include the frontage of the site, as PC312.



RECOMMENDATION



31.4	I recommend that Proposed Change 312 should be made.



MT INT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/8/1	)	Carew Community Council

	DP/8/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



31.5	The settlement statement has a couple of errors in the list of facilities and services (corrected by PC164).



RECOMMENDATION



31.6	I recommend that Proposed Change 164 should be made.



�NEWPORT SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



32.1	The town of Newport retains strong traces of its medieval foundation in its street pattern, and enjoys a particularly fine landscape setting between the slopes of Carn Ingli to the south and the Afon Nyfer estuary to the north.  It has seen substantial physical growth, particularly towards the west, over the last three decades, and now has a population of about 960 (an increase of 14.3% between 1981 and 1991).  The plan allocates (Policy NT1) 1.4 hectares of land for up to 25 dwellings between Maes Cnwce and Cotham Lodge.  Some changes have been proposed to the plan, although these are not substantial.



32.2	A total of 145 objections has been made to the plan (including 4 to the changes).  The proposed allocation of housing land under NT1 has proved to be particularly contentious, attracting 93 objections, whilst other matters relating to housing allocation (or non-allocation) have produced a further 14 objections.  The remaining objections range widely, with open space and car parking being quite contentious aspects.  The presence of the A487 Fishguard-Cardigan road running through the town creates some difficulties, but there are no proposals to change the situation during the plan period.



POLICY NT1/HNP1: LAND AT MAES CNWCE/COTHAM LODGE: OBJECTIONS TO PRINCIPLE OF HOUSING ALLOCATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/21/1		Neuadd Goffa

	DP/54/1		Mr D J Beardmore

	DP/55/1		Mrs A J Beardmore

	DP/56/1		Ms R M Cox

	DP/59/1		Friends of Newport and Nevern

	DP/74/1		Mr W Phillips

	DP/75/1	)	Sir Lincoln and Lady Hallinan

	DP/75/3	)

	DP/81/1		Mr D Crosby

	DP/82/1		Mr J G Holmes

	DP/102/1	)	Mr R Buckland

	DP/102/2	)

	DP/105/1		Mr J Hollyfield

	DP/106/1		Mr and Mrs J G Goss

	DP/107/1		Mrs K Evans

	DP/120/1	)	Drs M and C Burrell

	DP/120/2	)

	DP/121/1		Ms A Richardson

	DP/126/1	)	Mr and Mrs B Cass

	DP/126/2	)

	DP/142/1		Mr P Harwood

	DP/143/1		Mrs M Bennett

	DP/145/1	)

	DP/145/4	)

	DP/145/7	)

	DP/145/11	)

	DP/145/18	)

	DP/145/37	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/45	)

	DP/145/46	)

	DP/145/47	)

	DP/145/50	)

	DP/146/1	)	Carningli Rural Initiative

	DP/146/5	)

	DP/148/1		Mrs M Senior

	DP/149/1		Mrs M Matthews

	DP/152/1		Mr and Mrs J Harries

	DP/153/1		Mrs Hatton

	DP/155/1		Mrs M B Howell

	DP/157/1		Mr G M Evans

	DP/158/1		Mrs V Charlesworth

	DP/159/1		Mrs J Thomas

	DP/162/1		Mrs P Warner

	DP/163/2		Ms Y E Hartley

	DP/172/1		Mr G H Jones

	DP/173/1		Mr and Mrs D L Pritchard

	DP/174/1		Mrs E B Davies

	DP/178/1		Mrs K Evans

	DP/180/1		Ms K Edmonds

	DP/183/1		Mrs M and M Hilleard

	DP/187/1		Mr and Mrs F A Towl

	DP/189/1		Mr M Ward

	DP/191/1		Ms E Jones

	DP/192/1		Mrs M Davies

	DP/193/1		Mr A J Davies

	DP/194/1		Mr N Evans

	DP/196/1	)	Mrs H Clarke

	DP/196/2	)

	DP/198/1		Mrs M Hann

	DP/200/1		Mr Bailey

	DP/201/1		Mr G P Davies

	DP/202/1		Ms D Beynon

	DP/203/1		Mr M A V Morgan

	DP/204/1		Ms A Tennant

	DP/205/1		Ms G Lloyd

	DP/206/1		Mr D W Beynon

	DP/207/1		Mr A W Burgess

	DP/208/1		Mrs D I Coy

	DP/210/1		Mr G Elmes

	DP/212/1		Miss A V Davies

	DP/213/1		Mr Howells (Deceased)

	DP/214/1		Mrs R Heyes

	DP/217/1		Mr C Griffiths

	DP/218/1		Dr Glenys Lindsay

	DP/219/1		Newport Community Council

	DP/223/1		Ms J Harwood

	DP/225/1	)	Newport Environmental Study

	DP/225/23	)	(Traffic)

	DP/232/1	)	Newport Environmental Survey (L and A)

	DP/232/13	)

	DP/239/1		Mr W R Thomas

	DP/240/1		Mr A Williams

	DP/241/1		Mr and Mrs C M Davies

	DP/242/1		Mr and Mrs E Evans

	DP/244/1		Mr and Mrs N Dowsett

	DP/245/1		Mr and Mrs J Harries

	DP/246/1		Mr A B Davies

	DP/247/1		Mr F D Richards

	DP/248/1		Mr A D Lewis

	DP/253/1		Mr and Mrs M Lewis

	DP/263/1		Ms C Maddox

	DP/264/1		Mrs S Bayes

	DP/273/1		Mrs G Evans



THE OBJECTIONS



32.3	The objections are to the allocation of 1.4 hectares (3.46 acres) of land lying between Maes Cnwce and Cotham Lodge for the development of up to 25 dwellings, subject to adequate access and service provision being available.  It is proposed that the land be developed in small groups of dwellings (rather than as a single phase estate), incorporating an element of managed social housing, and general needs housing including individual plots for sale.  Objections include the following; that the proposal is inappropriate in scale and location; that there is no proven need for further housing, which would encourage further inward migration; that the site is visually prominent from the other side of the estuary; that it is an important open area which should be protected as an "NT3" open space; that it is part of the setting of the listed Cotham Lodge; that the development of the site would consolidate an east-west ribbon of development at variance with the historic pattern of the town; that its development would cause traffic problems, particularly on Feidr Ganol, which would have to be re-aligned with loss of its historic hedgerows; and that badgers on the site would be dispossessed.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.4	The objection site is roughly rectangular in shape, and slopes downwards from south to north, with land fronting the A487 (Fishguard - Cardigan) road forming the southern boundary, and Feidr Ganol, a narrow, sunken lane, forming the northern boundary.  To the west is modern housing development dating from the 1960's onwards.  To the east is older development including, to the south-east, Cotham Lodge, a Grade II listed building.  The site is open, and down to grass.  There are a number of trees, which are subject to a TPO, including groups of mature trees on the southern part of the site which are prominent in longer views.  From the site, views can be had over the estuary to the north, and the site can be seen from the northern side of the estuary.  In such views, the site appears as rising, open land with the historic core of Newport to the east, and modern, suburban-style housing development to the west.



32.5	It is relevant to mention here that the historic core of Newport (including also Parrog) is proposed for Conservation Area designation, although the designation is contentious, a matter I comment on elsewhere in this report.  The eastern boundary of the objection site would form part of the western boundary of the Conservation Area, which would include Cotham Lodge and its curtilage.



32.6	Housing completions over the last decade in Newport have averaged out at the equivalent of 4.6 dwellings per annum.  At the time of the inquiry, sites existed for 16 dwellings, of which 6 had been commenced, leaving a commitment of 10. No up-to-date survey of local housing need exists, but there is an estimated need for 20-30 units in the Newport, Moylegrove and Nevern area over a 10 year period.  The NPA wishes to see a housing needs survey carried out early in the plan period (the last was in1989).  The plan states that the environmental capacities of the town are beginning to be exceeded, and it defines a development boundary quite tightly drawn to the existing limits of urban development.



32.7	The objection site represents the only specific housing allocation that the plan makes within Newport.  However, the development boundary is drawn so as to include two small sites that are considered suitable for housing development, although neither is specifically allocated (or included in the 10 remaining plots).  These are a 0.6 ha (1.46 acre) site north of Maes Ingli, and a somewhat larger site in Field 8414, which formerly had consent (now lapsed) for 8 dwellings.  Both sites are subject to objections (DP/225/21 and 22) on which I comment elsewhere.



32.8	When looking at a plan, the allocation of the NT1 site for up to 25 dwellings appears initially to be appropriate, linking as it would the newer development to the west to the historic core to the east.  After considerable reflection however, and having looked at the matter `in the round', rather than just on a plan, I do not feel able to recommend that this allocation should stand, since I have come to the view that the objections to it are well founded.



32.9	The historic core of Newport (for which Conservation Area designation is proposed) is built around two parallel streets running northwards from the church and castle towards the estuary.  This pattern was modified by a ribbon of development running north-westwards to Parrog, and later by development along the east-west line of the A487.  However, development must still have been quite compact until the 1960's, when bungalow development began to the west of the town, from which it was separated by open land on which it has since encroached.  The objection site would finally link this new development to the old town.  In so doing, it would change the physical orientation of the town from the traditional north/south one to an east/west one, blurring the historic pattern of development of a town included on the Council for British Archaeology's 1965 list.  Such a change would be particularly inopportune at a time when there is consideration being given to Conservation Area designation of the historic core.  The development of the objection site would, in my view, detract from the setting of such a Conservation Area.



32.10	The objection I have set out above to linking the historic core and subsequent development may seem somewhat theoretical, but it is given physical and visual substance when the town is seen from the north side of the estuary, eg Newport Sands, or the golf course.  From there, the modern bungalow development clearly appears as a "free standing" block of buildings which is separated from the town proper by the objection site, which is itself made more visually prominent by the screen of mature trees to the south.  This view is described in the plan as "one of the best known and loved in the National Park", with the historic town of Newport nestling in an outstanding landscape setting on gentle slopes between the foot of Carn Ingli and the Afon Nyfer estuary.  That view would be materially diminished by residential development of the objection site, which is easily identified in the view, and allows the open rising slopes behind to "flow through" to the flatter open land along the estuary.  The old town is thus seen in a green setting, something of which would be lost if the site was developed, resulting in a ribbon of modern development running westwards along the north side of the A487.  The NPA clearly saw it as an advantage that the modern development would be visually and physically linked to the old town by development of the objection site.  I have to say that I take the contrary view held by the objectors.



32.11	There are also real difficulties in connection with vehicular access to the site.  It is clear that access from the A487 is quite unacceptable, and that access can only be from Feidr Ganol, a narrow, winding sunken lane, except where widened to the west in connection with modern development.  To the east, Feidr Ganol joins Parrog Road, and hence to the A487.  However, the junction of Parrog Road and the A487 is very unsatisfactory for traffic turning out of Parrog Road.  In view of this, I am surprised that there is doubt about the need to make Feidr Ganol one way if the objection site is developed, since I would have regarded that as an essential pre-requisite.  The view that drivers leaving the objection site will turn westwards anyway because the lane to the east is so unsatisfactory shows a touching faith in motorists that I cannot share.  Any development of the site would be likely to increase traffic on Feidr Ganol, which is used as a footpath to the town centre.  Access to the site would necessitate the loss of a considerable length of substantial hedge and bank, certainly 60m, perhaps (depending upon exact access position) much more, which would conflict with the intention of Policy LNP1, by the loss of a characteristic and traditional feature.  The attractive rural character of Feidr Ganol westward of the town centre would be much eroded.



32.12	As to the effect on the setting of the listed Cotham Lodge, I consider that development of the site would not necessarily compromise it, and that, with appropriate design, it could be safeguarded.  However, like the badger problem, it is (as with the trees covered by TPO's) another physical constraint on the development of a sensitive site.  I have reservations about putting all development onto one site in the way proposed.  This is for two reasons.  Firstly, I am doubtful if it can properly be described as "modest" development in the way envisaged by Policy H5 of the structure plan.  In the scale and context of Newport, this is not a "small site" (see also HNP7 of PCNPLP).  Secondly, allocation of this site in the way proposed puts all the eggs in one basket.  Given the intention that the site should not be developed as a single estate (with which I would agree), there must be a possibility that the site would be difficult to bring forward in the plan period in any event, so that the need (on which the NPA relies) would not be met anyway.  Given the proposal for small housing groups, a number of smaller sites would be more realistic than one larger one.



32.13	I consider, therefore, that the objection site should not be allocated for housing development, as proposed by Policy NT1/HNP1, and I consider that the visual importance of the site is such that designation as an open space under NT3 would be appropriate, (including the walled garden area to the south west).  If that is done, the question then arises whether any other sites should be identified for housing in the plan, or whether any demonstrable need should be left to be considered under Policy HNP8 as an "exceptional land release".  It was the view of the NPA that, if this site fell, no other suitable housing sites could be found.



32.14	Two sites have been put forward by objectors as replacements for the objection site.  These are Site A (Feidr Bentick: 0.46 ha) and Site B (Feidr Eglws: a smaller site).  The suggestion that the former might be accessed off the A487 via a new roundabout is not one that I would support, and access would have to be off Feidr Bentick itself.  I understand that there are highways objections to the development of both sites although, on the face of it, both of them seem to me much preferable in highways terms to the objection site.  I prefer either or both sites to the objection site in planning terms, not least because they would not have the same impact on the view from the estuary.  However, more work would be needed before either site could be recommended for inclusion in the plan, and I do not, therefore, make any recommendation in respect of them.  I should say here that I would still recommend deletion of the NT1 site, even if no replacement site(s) can be identified in Newport, leaving (non-HNP3) housing provision to be considered under Policy HNP8.



RECOMMENDATION



32.15	I recommend that the allocation of 1.4 hectares of land between Maes Cnwce and Cotham Lodge for housing under Policy NT1/HNP1 should be deleted, and that the land should be designated an open space under NT3: also that Proposed Change 198 (which meets objection DP/196/2) should be made, correcting the site boundaries.



POLICY NT1/HNP1: LAND AT MAES CNWCE/COTHAM LODGE: OBJECTION TO SITE BOUNDARY



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/123/1	)	Mrs J M Bowman

	DP/123/2	)

�THE OBJECTIONS



32.16	The objector's land (a former walled garden, 0.25 ha in extent) should be added to the NT1 site, the south-western boundary of which it abuts.  (The objector also asks for further discussions on the development brief for the NT1 site, and a corresponding rewording of the accompanying text, but these are not local plan matters).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.17	The objections recognise that these matters are only of relevance if NT1 is to be retained as a housing allocation.  However, my recommendation is that the NT1 allocation should be deleted.  In case that recommendation is not accepted, I should state here that I would not in any case have recommended adding this overgrown walled garden to the NT1 site, because of its quite different physical and visual character, and its visual importance to the western entrance to Newport.



RECOMMENDATION



32.18	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NT1: NON-ALLOCATION OF SITE AT PARROG ROAD



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/190/3	)	Mr J Adams

	DP/190/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.19	A 0.1 hectare site on the eastern side of Parrog Road should be allocated for two dwellings, and a consequent adjustment made in the number of dwellings for which the plan provides under Policy HNP1.  Too much reliance has been placed on refusals of planning permission in 1979 and 1980.  The site is contained within the built form of the settlement, and is not visually prominent from the coast, when seen in its context.  Properly designed development here would be beneficial, by screening the unattractive Council houses in views from the estuary.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.20	The site, an open paddock, is quite clearly part of the open land fringing the estuary, and not part of the developed area of Parrog.  To develop it would clearly be to extend the built-up area northwards towards the estuary and the coastal path.  I note that the site was not defined as part of the built-up area in the 1984 plan.  Whilst the Council houses are not attractive, I do not find the argument that an extension of the developed area towards the estuary should therefore be allowed to conceal them particularly compelling.  I consider that the development boundary at this point is correctly defined in the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



32.21	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



NT/HNP3: INFILL AND SMALL-SCALE DEVELOPMENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/48	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/49	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.22	The reference to a Conservation Area in Newport should be dropped.  The strict definition of infill under Policy HNP3 will prevent otherwise acceptable development in Newport.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.23	These objections apply to Newport more general objections to Policies HNP3 and BNP1.  I cannot usefully add anything to what I have said in response to those policy objections (QV).



RECOMMENDATION



32.24	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



NT/HNP5/LNP1: RIBBONING/LANDSCAPE CHARACTER



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/52	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/53	)

	DP/190/5		Mr J Adams



THE OBJECTION



32.25	(DP/145/52)  The development limit proposed will seal the existing development boundary into an impenetratable jacket that will permit no further development, even of small scale, low impact single unit residential development.  (DP/145/53)  The third and fourth categories of "sensitive" land to be protected (prominent land south of the town, and along the line of the A487) are too broad, and preclude the possibility of suitable sites coming forward for development.  (DP/190/5)  The sensitive areas set out in the four categories should be defined on a base map.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.26	Rather than being a policy, HNP5/LNP1 is explanatory text relating those two policies specifically to the Newport context, and setting the background against which the development limit has been defined.  The four categories of sensitive land are broad and wide-ranging and it would be impractical to map them and also unnecessary, given the development limit (I deal elsewhere with the site-specific objection that DP/190/5 is intended to support).  I agree with the theory of development limits, since it supports a clear distinction in policy terms between urban and rural areas, with which I agree, although NES(P) does not.  I have dealt elsewhere in this report with the question of settlement patterns, and in particular with the view that a less nucleated, more dispersed pattern is appropriate to North Pembrokeshire.  The development boundary is quite tightly drawn to the urban edge of the town, but I support that as a general proposition, since I agree with the statement in the plan that "Newport's environmental capacities are beginning to be exceeded" and that the town has "an outstanding landscape setting".  Where there are specific objections to particular parts of the development limit, I have dealt with those individually.



RECOMMENDATION



32.27	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



NT/HNP7: AFFORDABLE HOUSING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/145/51		Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)



THE OBJECTION



32.28	The objector opposes the allocation of housing land under Policy NT1, and therefore also opposes the statement that an exceptional land release for affordable housing to serve local people under Policy HNP8 is not necessary.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.29	Proposed Change 300 was put forward in response to this objection, containing a statement that the NPA would seek to secure an element of affordable housing within allocation NT1.  However, I have recommended against allocation NT1.  It is the view of the NPA, as expressed at Inquiry, that no alternative sites to NT1 can be allocated.  If that remains the NPA's view, then only Policy HNP8 remains as a means of meeting any demonstrated local need.

�RECOMMENDATION



32.30	I recommend that the statement that an exceptional land release under Policy HNP8 will not be necessary should be reviewed in the light of the NPA's response to my recommendation in respect of Policy NT1.



POLICIES NT1 AND NT3: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LIMITS/GREEN WEDGE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/101/1	)	Mr K Griffiths

	DP/101/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.31	The objection site (0.62 ha in extent) should not be designated as part of a "green wedge" under Policy NT3, and it should be included within the development land for Newport.  It is suitable for residential development, being in close proximity to the town's facilities, and in an area where the character of the built environment is residential.  The land is readily accessed and serviced, and genuinely available for development.  It has a planning permission for polytunnels and a shed (the latter already built) and can be distinguished from the remainder of the "green wedge" land to the south and west.  Additional housing land should be found for Newport, even if the highly contentious Policy NT1 allocation for 25 units remained, and the objection site is well situated to provide it.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.32	The objection site is part of the substantial "green wedge" of open land to the south of the A487 when approaching Newport from the west.  It is quite different in character from the built-up area to the north and east, and there is a clear perception that the town begins at the eastern boundary of the site (at least as far as development on the south side of the A487 is concerned), and that development of the site would be an incursion into the town's landscape setting.  The presence of agricultural structures on the land would not be sufficient to distinguish it from the countryside to the west, or to establish its urban character.



32.33	I do not accept that calculations of housing needs based on a pro rata division of the total figure relative to population is the correct approach to take, either for calculating the total housing allocation for the National Park or for dividing that figure among settlements.  On that basis, the objector has argued that Newport should have an allocation of 53 units (ie 960 (the towns population) multiplied by 1288 (the total "ceiling" housing figure) divided by 25,334 (the National Park population)).  Even if the validity of this approach is conceded (and it isn't), the "ceiling" figure of 1288 is not the correct one to take, since the plan does not allocate up to that figure (269 dwellings are, in fact, allocated, which would give a figure for Newport of 11 dwellings).  The correct approach must be to assess the environmental capacity of the town which, as the plan notes, is beginning to be exceeded.



RECOMMENDATION



32.34	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



NT: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LIMITS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/225/21	)	Newport Environmental Study (Traffic)

	DP/225/22	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.35	Two sites should be excluded from the development limit.  These are: 1) land north of Maes Ingli; 2) OS Field 8414.  The former is beyond the limits of Newport, in open countryside, and there has been a previous refusal of planning permission.  The latter had a planning permission, but this has now lapsed.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.36	Both are relatively small sites which would constitute a logical `rounding off' of the development boundary of the town.  Neither is specifically allocated for housing in the plan.  The site north of Maes Ingli (0.6ha in extent) is located between a plot which has planning permission on one side, and a caravan park on the other.  It would not noticeably impinge on views from the coastal path.  I understand that there would not now be an access problem here for 2 dwellings.



32.37	The other site has enjoyed planning consents intermittently since 1966, the last one (for eight dwellings) lapsing in 1994.  However, the NPA's view is that there have been no material changes in circumstances since then that would justify refusal of a new application for planning permission.  The site is seen very much in the context of the Maes Cnwce development, and is not visually intrusive.  Whilst its development in the plan period is uncertain, it is capable of making a useful contribution to housing numbers in Newport.



RECOMMENDATION



32.38	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NT2/CNP3: SHOPPING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/142/2	)

	DP/142/3	)	Mr P Harwood

	DP/142/11	)

	DP/142/12	)



	DP/223/2	)

	DP/223/3	)	Mrs J Harwood

	DP/223/4	)

	DP/223/5	)



	PC/41/3		Mr J Raikes



THE OBJECTIONS



32.39	(PC/41/3)  Objection to Proposed Change 134 which changes the description of the "commercial core" of Newport to the "local shopping centre".  This is a narrower description and might prevent the introduction of desirable additional facilities.  Additional premises proposed for inclusion within the NT2 area.  (other objections) The A487 runs through the centre of Newport, but "road safety" should not be used as a reason for refusing consent for legitimate retail business activity, as is suggested by the second paragraph of the policy.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.40	The phrase "local shopping centre" is much more appropriate to the scope and scale of Newport than "commercial core".  The fear that this represents some restriction on uses which might otherwise be allowed is unjustified.  What matters is the situation on the ground, not what it is called.  The NPA has accepted (PC325) that the premises identified by the objector could appropriately be incorporated in the local shopping centre.  The NPA has also accepted that road safety should not be used as a reason for restraining development, and has proposed (PC301) to delete the second paragraph of the policy.



RECOMMENDATION



32.41	I recommend that Proposed Changes 134, 200, 301 and 325 should be made in response to these objections.



POLICY NT3/CNP8: OPEN SPACE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/143/2		Mrs M Bennett



	DP/145/6	)

	DP/145/35	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/36	)

	DP/145/38	)



	DP/264/5	)

	DP/264/9	)	Mrs S Bayes

	DP/264/10	)

	PC/25/1	)



	PC/37/1		Mr C J Field

	PC/41/2		Mr J Raikes



THE OBJECTIONS



32.42	The street name given for NT3(3) is incorrect (corrected by PC135) and the land below the castle is shown on the plan, but not listed (corrected by PC136 and PC199).  The rationale for NT3 open space allocations is not given, and there is no cross-reference to Policy CNP8 (the latter would be added by PC374).  There is no definition of "inappropriate development".  Many other valuable open spaces in the town are not listed.  The listing of open spaces under NT3 may prevent desirable development of community facilities in the future.  Three examples are cited: 1) land at the rear of the "Royal Oak"/Cambrian Terrace should be used for recreational and community facilities and (DP/264/9) housing for the elderly: 2) land below the castle should be used for parking, both for residents and shoppers: 3) land at Long Street should be used for a leisure/recreation centre.  Land south of the A487-NT3(6) - is very extensive, taking in agricultural land and extending beyond what the protection of mature trees would require.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.43	The cross-reference to CNP8 ("Open Spaces and Green Wedges") to which a definition of "inappropriate development" has been added (by PC8) makes the intentions of this policy clearer, and will meet some of the objections.  The amount of open space which can be specifically identified by the policy is limited by practical considerations, eg what can be mapped at this scale, and there will be other open spaces not so identified.  However, they will still be protected by the general policy CNP8 where they come within its scope; NT3/CNP8 merely applies the general policy to the main open spaces and green wedges in and around Newport.



32.44	As far as the land at the rear of the "Royal Oak"/Cambrian Terrace is concerned, the text to the policy quite specifically mentions that it is considered particularly appropriate for the provision of open air recreational facilities, so designation under this policy would clearly not prevent such use.  Only one objector has suggested using the site for elderly persons housing, which would not seem to be a suitable companion use for outdoor recreation in this instance even if the site was big enough to accommodate both, which seems very unlikely.  In any case, vehicular access to the site is very unsatisfactory, and there appears not to be any proven need for such housing at present.



32.45	The building of a leisure and recreation centre at Long Street is something that I have commented on in response to objections to the omission of a policy covering such a scheme.  Whilst the demand for such a facility is clear, it is far less obvious that there is a realistic chance of it being built during the plan period.  It appears to me to be appropriate to leave the NT3 designation in place.  If a specific proposal was to come forward, it would then be looked at in the context of plan policies as a whole.



32.46	The land below the castle is unsuitable for car parking, as it is within the setting of a Scheduled Ancient Monument, and vehicular access is very unsatisfactory.  Also, given its relationship to the shopping area, I do not consider that it is convenient for shoppers, who would be unlikely to make much use of it, although it would benefit some residents who do not have their own private parking facilities.  However, that is insufficient justification for a proposal that would be damaging to the setting of a Scheduled Ancient Monument.



32.47	The comments in respect of land south of the A487 (NT3(6)) seem to be observations rather than an objection.  In any case, I consider the extent shown to be appropriate.



RECOMMENDATION



32.48	I recommend that Proposed Changes 135, 136, 199 and 374 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NT4: TREE PLANTING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/39	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/40	)

	DP/145/41	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.49	A tree planting scheme should be prepared for the estuary banks of the River Nevern (added to list by PC137).  There should not be a curtilage tree planting scheme for Maes Cnwce, since residents object.  Any planting schemes should be discussed with the Community Action Forum.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.50	The objection in respect of the banks of the Nevern is conditionally withdrawn, in the light of PC137.  I support the principle of tree planting at Maes Cnwce, although it is difficult to see what can be achieved in the way of curtilage planting if residents do not wish to co-operate.  Perhaps as the NPA hopes, a detailed scheme can produce positive results in the way of achieving consensus.  The question of consultation is a procedural one, and not a matter for the local plan.



RECOMMENDATION



32.51	I recommend that Proposed Change 137 should be made, but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�NT/ENP1: EMPLOYMENT LAND



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/82/2		Mr J G Holmes

	DP/264/4		Mrs S Bayes



THE OBJECTIONS



32.52	(DP/82/2)  Pen-y-Bont should be developed for housing (rather than industry) in preference to the Maes Cnwce/Cotham Lodge site proposed by Policy NT1/HNP1.  (DP/264/4)  The statement that land at Pen-y-Bont would not be given consent for other than light industrial use during the plan period should be deleted.  Since outline consent for B1 and B8 uses was granted in 1993, only two units have been completed, which have been empty for months.  More innovative and imaginative solutions are needed to provide employment opportunities in Newport, with particular reference to conversions of existing buildings to small-scale craft and tourist-related uses eg a Town Museum/Interpretive Centre, a School of Hand-Crafted Woodwork, an Organic Food Initiative.  The site is environmentally sensitive, and ill-suited to factories, which are not what is required in any case.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.53	The NPA initially misunderstood the second objection, treating it as relating to any future extension of employment land at Pen-y-Bont.  In fact, it relates to the statement that the land that was given consent in 1993 will be retained for employment-generating uses.  The second objector refers to this as "light industrial" land, but it has, in fact, consent for a full range of B1 and B8 uses, which is much wider than simply light industry.  It might, for example, cover some of the uses that the objector advocates.  The point that many such uses would prefer to be in converted buildings is well-taken and such conversions would be covered by other plan policies.  The fact is that a range of provision is needed, and Pen-y-Bont provides for new-build employment-related uses.  What matters is to have such land readily available when potential users come along.  The land (and completed buildings) may lie empty for a long period awaiting such users, but, once lost to other land uses, any opportunity to respond quickly to such employment opportunities is also lost.  I consider it reasonable that the land at Pen-y-Bont should be retained for employment generating uses during the plan period.  This does not rule out other initiatives based on conversions of existing buildings.



32.54	The first objection was made in support of an objection to housing land allocation NT1/HNP1 (dealt with elsewhere) and at a time when no industrial units had been built at Pen-y-Bont.  The commencement of development there obviously alters the situation.  In addition, the points I make above about safeguarding employment land also apply in this case.

�RECOMMENDATION



32.55	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY NT6: COUNCIL DEPOT SITE, PARROG ROAD



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/264/3		Mrs S Bayes



THE OBJECTION



32.56	The Council depot should not be relocated to Pen-y-Bont, and the site should not be used for residents parking as it may be needed for community purposes.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.57	The depot will not now relocate to Pen-y-Bont, as I understand the decision has been taken to withdraw completely from Newport.  This is reflected in Proposed Change 303, which allows for parking and (subject to highways considerations) community uses of the vacated site.  This would seem to meet the objection.



RECOMMENDATION



32.58	I recommend that Proposed Change 303 should be made.



POLICY NT7: NEWPORT BRIDGE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/264/2		Mrs S Bayes



THE OBJECTION



32.59	The plan contains no policy commitment to the conservation and protection of the historic bridge area in order to ensure an appropriate replacement for the present bridge.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.60	The replacement of the present bridge is a matter for the Highways Authority, not the NPA.  NT7 contains a clear commitment to close liaison with the Highway Authority to ensure a high quality, sensitive design that "will complement the outstanding landscape and scenery at this location".  I cannot see what more can be provided through the Local Plan process.

�RECOMMENDATION



32.61	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY NT9: NEWPORT INFORMATION CENTRE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/171/16		West Wales Energy Group



THE OBJECTION



32.62	The policy should state that a National Park Information Centre will be established "in or near Newport" rather than "in the north-east of the National Park".  (Conditionally withdrawn in the light of PC304).



RECOMMENDATION



32.63	I recommend that Proposed Change 304 should be made.



NT/OMISSIONS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/145/3	)

	DP/145/5	)	Newport Environmental Survey (Planning)

	DP/145/43	)

	DP/145/44	)



	DP/156/1		Newport Sports Association



	DP/206/2		Mr D W Beynon



	DP/264/7	)

	DP/264/8	)	Mrs S Bayes

	DP/264/11	)



THE OBJECTIONS



32.64	(DP/145/3 and 5)  Car parking allocation within NT1 should be deleted and Consultation Draft policy NT16/TNP13, for a car park for the Memorial Hall, should be reinstated.  (DP/145/43)  The plan should mention the long-standing intention of community groups to develop a Town Museum/Interpretive Centre at an unidentified site, as and when finance becomes available.  (DP/145/44; DP/156/1; DP/264/7, 8, 11)  The plan should mention the intention to develop both indoor and outdoor recreation facilities; Consultation Draft Policy NT11 should be reinstated, regarding use of land at Pen-y-Bont for sports pitches.  (DP/206/2)  Car parking could be provided for general use at Newport Pottery, Parrog Road.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.65	Since I have recommended that the NT1 housing allocation should not be carried forward, the proposed car parking on the site falls with it, leaving a need to find some car parking for the Memorial Hall in the interests of road safety on the A487.  The NPA should therefore consider reviving the allocation of 0.03 ha of land for car parking on the south side of the A487 (NT16/TNP13 of Consultation Draft).  Although it is in a proposed NT3 open space, I note that it was considered environmentally acceptable in 1994.  Vehicular access, even when improved, would not be very satisfactory but, overall, road safety would benefit from reduced parking on the A487.



32.66	As far as the Town Museum/Interpretive Centre is concerned, it is stated by the objector that no site has been identified, and there is no finance available at this time.  It is important that local plans do not contain "wish lists" of schemes which do not appear likely to come forward during the plan period.  There are policies in the plan which would allow for proper consideration of any proposal that might materialise, and that is all that is necessary at present.



32.67	Similar considerations apply to the desired sports facilities.  Three facilities are sought; a playing field at Pen-y-Bont; a leisure/recreation centre; and an all-weather sports green.  Land below Ysgol Bro Ingli is proposed for the leisure/recreation centre, and land behind the "Royal Oak" for the sports green.  Policy NT11 of the Consultation Draft allocated land at Pen-y-Bont for sports pitches, but the view of the NPA is that this did not elicit a consensus view from the community.  It was, however, suggested by objectors that such a consensus does now exist.  If the NPA is satisfied that is so, then NT11 could be reinstated.  In any case, I see no difficulty in principle in sports pitches being provided on land outside the development limit.  The other two proposals are within the development limit and, subject to the usual criteria, could be considered against general plan policies if specific proposals come forward.  The framework for consideration is set by the plan at present, and specific projects should only be mentioned where there is a realistic possibility of them coming forward during the plan period.  The text of Policy NT3/CNP8 would seem to give encouragement to open air recreational facilities at the rear of the "Royal Oak" and Cambria Terrace in any case.



32.68	The land at Newport Pottery is in private ownership, and not under the control of the NPA.  Policy NT6 allows for residents parking at the PPDC depot site in Parrog Road if the depot relocates; parking is already allowed there on an informal basis.



RECOMMENDATION



32.69	I recommend that the NPA considers reinstating Policy NT16/TNP13 of the Consultation Draft (parking for the Memorial Hall) and, if satisfied that a consensus view exists, Policy NT11 (sports pitches at Pen-y-Bont), but that no further modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



NT INSET



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/262/1		Ms J Graham



THE OBJECTION



32.70	The development limit at Parrog should be amended to include the curtilage of an existing property known as Ger-y-Cwm.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



32.71	The development limit for Parrog excludes Ger-y-Cwm, a modern bungalow at the extreme western end of an irregularly shaped area comprising scattered development.  Dwellings immediately to the west, some of which, unlike the objection property, lie in substantial gardens, are included within the limit.  The only reason that I can see that would justify distinguishing Ger-y-Cwm from adjoining properties would be if it was subject to an agricultural tie, but the NPA have not stated that this is the case.  None of the reasons that they have advanced seems to me to justify this odd exclusion, which appears simply to have been carried over from the 1984 plan.  I can well understand that the NPA would wish to resist "significant new development in such a prominent location", but I do not see how such development would be facilitated by including this small residential curtilage within the development boundary.



RECOMMENDATION



32.72	I recommend that the development boundary should be extended to include Ger-y-Cwm.







�PONTFAEN SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



33.1	Pontfaen is a small settlement (about 30 people) with a dispersed scatter of dwellings in the Gwaun Valley.  The plan has two policies; PF1, dealing with "green wedges" and PF2, dealing with septic tanks and private sewage systems.  There are 11 objections in total to the non-allocation of 2 sites for single dwellings.



THE OBJECTIONS



PF/HNP3: SITE BETWEEN LLYSGWAUN AND JABES CHAPEL



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/92/2		Mr and Mrs B Morgan

	DP/94/3		Cwm Gwaun Community Council

	DP/211/1		Messrs Jones



THE OBJECTIONS



33.2	This site should be allocated for a single dwelling.  There are other dwellings adjoining, and development of the site would be infill, and not harmful to the character and beauty of the valley.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



33.3	The site is steeply sloping and well-wooded, and the trees contribute to the character of the valley.  Development of the site would inevitably result in loss of trees.  The site does not accord with the plan's definition of infill.  In a settlement consisting of scattered dwellings, the development of this site would inevitably lead to further pressure for sporadic residential development.



RECOMMENDATION



33.4	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



PF/HNP3: SITE AT THE OLD SCHOOL GARDEN



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/9/1		Mr and Mrs A Cole

	DP/92/1		Mr and Mrs B Morgan

	DP/93/1		Mrs E Bairstow

	DP/94/1		Cwm Gwaun Community Council

	DP/95/1		Mr M Morris

	DP/96/1		Mr A Reed

	DP/97/1		Mr and Mrs O Harris

	DP/216/1		Ms Bessie Davies



THE OBJECTION



33.5	This plot should be allocated for housing.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



33.6	An appeal against refusal of planning permission for a single dwelling on this land was dismissed on 28 July 1994.  The Inspector found that the development would not accord with Policy H8 of the Structure Plan, would constitute sporadic development in the countryside, and would exacerbate pressure for more such development if consent was given.  He also found that there were highway objections.  These have now been overcome, but the planning objections remain, and there has been no material change in this respect since the appeal was dismissed to justify reaching a different decision.  For the avoidance of doubt, I should say that I would have considered the proposal to be one for sporadic development in the countryside, and hence to be resisted, even if there had not been a previous appeal decision.



RECOMMENDATION



33.7	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�ROSEBUSH SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



34.1	Rosebush is one of a number of settlements for which statements would be added to the plan by Proposed Change 131, which results from amendments made to the National Park boundary.  A hamlet which grew rapidly after the railway arrived in the mid 19th century, it has grown again in recent years (17.4% increased in population in the decade 1981-91) to a population of about 100.  There was land for 1 dwelling in December 1995, and the plan allocates land for a further 2 dwellings: there is also scope for an `exceptional' land release for affordable housing if the need is demonstrated.  The settlement limits were formerly defined in the Preseli Pembrokeshire Local Plan; there were no objections to them at that time.



RB: GENERAL



OBJECTION NOS:



	PC/8/1		Mr G Williams

	PC/13/1		Maenclochog Community Council



THE OBJECTIONS



34.2	The development limits of Rosebush should be amended to include:



	i.	the cricket field.



	ii.	the road frontage on the west side of the B4313 from the cricket field to the house known as "Pen-Brist".



	iii.	the road frontage on the east side of the B4313 from the development limit as presently defined to the dwelling known as "Glan Syfnan".



	iv.	land belonging to the caravan park which is not within the proposed limits.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



34.3	On 19 February 1997, the Policy Committee of the NPA resolved to extend the development limit to include i) - iii) above (but not, as I understand it, the land at the caravan park).  This is the only case of which I have been made aware where a Committee resolution has sought to accommodate objections to the plan in this way.  Such a resolution does not, of course, change the plan at this stage, and the objections have not been withdrawn.  I must, therefore deal with the objections on their merits, even though this places me in the situation of disagreeing with a Committee resolution.



34.4	In my firm view, the development boundary of the village is correctly defined in the local plan.  What is to be defined is the boundary for future residential development (or, as I recommend elsewhere, all development) not a line encompassing what is seen as the extent of the village and its facilities.  Inclusion within the line creates some presumption in favour of the land becoming available for development.  There is no obvious logic, therefore, in including the cricket pitch within the development boundary, then safeguarding it from development by an open space designation under Policy CNP8.  It is clearly to be seen as forming part of the open countryside that surrounds it, rather than being physically part of the built-up area of the village, from which it is separated by the Narbeth-Fishguard road.  Exclusion from the development boundary should not, of itself, prevent the building of a clubhouse.



34.5	To include the road frontage between the cricket field and "Pen-Brist" within the development boundary would lead to a ribbon development of dwellings in open countryside, in clear contravention of Policy HNP5.  Since that development would line an important road, and be set on a ridge overlooking rolling countryside, it would be highly visible, and would make the fair and consistent future application of Policy HNP5 more difficult.  Development of the land on the other side of the road, south of "Glan Syfnan" would be a clear extension of existing development northwards into what is currently open countryside, exacerbating the effect of ribboning of development along the road.  It is very difficult indeed to see how all this could be consistent either with local plan policy, or with the refusal in December 1996 of planning permission for one dwelling here for reasons which included conflict with the emerging local plan and with Structure Plan Policy H8; the unjustified creation of a new dwelling in the countryside, harm to the special landscape character of the park; and the setting of a precedent.



34.6	I understand that the view has been expressed that extension of the development limit would allow for local needs housing.  However, the plan already allows for an "exceptional" release of land for local needs housing.  Land allocated in the plan must be for general needs housing, and cannot be reserved solely for a local need.  Paradoxically, the effect of allocating land for housing may be to ensure that it is not available for meeting an identified local need.  None of the other arguments put forward for including the land within the development boundary (poor agricultural quality, presence of street lights) is at all compelling, and could be used to justify the release of other land elsewhere in the National Park for development.



34.7	I agree with the NPA that the land (including the ponds) north of the caravan park is amenity land which should be protected from development pressure by excluding it from the development limits.  However, precisely the same case applies to the cricket field.



RECOMMENDATION



34.8	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�ST DAVIDS SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



35.1	With a current population of about 1460, St Davids has grown rapidly in the recent past (with a population increase of 30.4% between 1981 and 1991).  Small modern estates have been built to the south and east of the old city.  The Structure Plan envisages more modest growth in the future.  There is little remaining committed housing land, and the plan allocates 1.24 ha of housing land for 35 dwellings.  However, for reasons set out below, there is now considerable doubt that the two sites identified can accommodate the required number of dwellings.  Also, the main housing allocation (at Grove Field) made by Policy SD1, the employment land allocation made by Policy SD4, and the allocation for dual-use sports facilities under Policy SD8 all depend upon the widening of Glasfryn Lane, which is both contentious, and uncertain as to timing.  Of the 65 objections which I consider below, the great majority relate to housing land and/or the widening of Glasfryn Lane.



35.2	The main alterations that would be made by the Proposed Changes are the deletion of Policy SD6, which deals with traffic management, and the designation of a further two "green wedges" under Policy SD3.  The recent identification of a further housing site at the widened northern end of Glasfryn Lane is not, at this stage, a Proposed Change to the plan.



POLICY SD1/HNP1: HOUSING LAND AT THE GROVE FIELD



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/60/1		Mr F John

	DP/61/1		Mr J J Isaac

	DP/62/1		Mrs E A John

	DP/63/1		Mr and Mrs Roach

	DP/64/1		Mr and Mrs L Pearson

	DP/65/1		Mr W B Thomas

	DP/66/1		Mr P W Sage

	DP/67/1		Mrs M John

	DP/68/1		Mrs H C James

	DP/69/1		Mr W J Baines

	DP/70/1		Mr L I Narbett

	DP/71/1		Mrs M C Bonner

	DP/72/1		Mr and Mrs D Thomas

	DP/73/1		Mr C Howells

	DP/122/1		Mr C G Powell

	DP/169/1		St Davids Residents Association

	DP/199/1	)	Mr and Mrs E Church

	DP/199/2	)	

	DP/255/1		Mr A Middleton

	DP/258/1		Mrs E Cousens

�THE OBJECTIONS



35.3	The proposed allocation of 1ha (2.2 acres) of land at Grove Field for new-build housing should not be made.  The land, currently an open field, abuts the rear gardens of Nos 10-18 Maes Dyfed and the residents, some of them elderly, would lose their rural aspect, together with their privacy.  They had not envisaged this situation arising when they bought their properties.  Grove Field is privately owned, and the owners have indicated their unwillingness to sell the land.  The NPA should not resort to compulsory purchase when other land is available for sale.  Houses on the Grove Field would blot out the view of Carn Llidi and Pen Berry when approaching St Davids from the A487.  Development of the site would necessitate widening of Glasfryn Lane, with detrimented effects on the environment and road safety, particularly of school children.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.4	It is not disputed that an allocation of land for housing is necessary at St Davids, which currently has only a 4 unit commitment.  The City Council, indeed, wants to see an allocation of 80 units, rather than the 35 for which the plan provides.  It is of the highest importance that any new housing allocation is made on land which has the minimum impact on the natural beauty of the setting of the city.  I note that, as long ago as 1981, the St Davids Local Plan stated that the city had reached its acceptable limits of development on its northern, western and southern boundaries, and that further development in these directions would extent into areas of high landscape value and destroy the dramatic relationship between the city and its landscape setting.  That is a view with which I broadly agree.



35.5	That being so, it becomes a matter of choosing land which, when developed, would have the least unacceptable impact on the natural beauty of the setting of St Davids.  That land is Grove Field.  Whilst development would result in the regrettable widening of Glasfryn Lane, that is the price that has to be paid : I deal below with objections to the lane's widening.



35.6	I can well understand that residents of Maes Dyfed are reluctant to see the open field beyond their rear fences developed for housing.  However, no-one buying a house overlooking open land can expect that it will therefore remain free from development from that time onwards.  The residents will, indeed, lose their rural aspect, but there is no entitlement in law to a view nor, indeed, can there be if building in this country is to continue.  Every new house must impinge on someone's view.  It may well be that they will have less privacy in their rear gardens when the land is developed.  However the question is not whether they will lose some privacy, but whether the privacy that remains to them is of a degree generally considered acceptable, having regard to normal planning standards.  That is largely a matter of the design and layout of the new housing, which is a matter subject to control by the NPA at the planning application stage.  Whilst I fully understand the residents views, these are essentially private interests which should not influence the selection of the most suitable site for allocation for housing, in the public interest.



35.7	Ownership of land should not influence the selection of a site for allocation.  To allocate land for development on the basis of the owners expressed willingness to sell would be the antithesis of planning.  The mechanism of compulsory purchase exists so that land can be brought forward for development where the public interest demands it.  If the NPA took that course, it would have to prove its case at the appropriate time.  I cannot accept the view, however, that land should not be allocated for development at this time because it might necessitate compulsory purchase at a later stage.



35.8	The Residents Association has suggested an alternative site for housing at the northern end of Glasfryn Lane.  In February 1997, the NPA proposed to allocate a site there for housing, in addition to the Grove Field and the Concrete Works Site, since it is now considered that the realistic capacity of those two sites is 15-20 dwellings, rather than the 35 intended by the plan.  The site suggests by the Residents Association would thus become a supplement to, rather than a replacement for, Glasfryn Lane.  I consider the Awelfor/Brynsiriol site below, which is another site suggested by the RA, and conclude that it is required as well as the objection site, not as a replacement.  The third site they have suggested is between Ramsey Guest house and Y Fagwr field, but this is small, and poorly related to the settlement pattern.



RECOMMENDATION



35.9	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICIES SD1/HNP1; SD4/ENP1; SD5/TNP8; WIDENING OF GLASFRYN LANE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/60/2		Mr F John

	DP/62/2		Mr E A John

	DP/63/2		Mr and Mrs Roach

	DP/64/2		Mr and Mrs L Pearson

	DP/65/2		Mr W B Thomas

	DP/66/2		Mr P W Sage

	DP/68/2		Mr H C James

	DP/70/2		Mr L I Narbett

	DP/71/2		Mrs M C Bonner

	DP/72/2		Mr and Mrs D Thomas

	DP/73/2		Mr C Howells

	DP/122/2		Mr G C Powell

	DP/169/4		St Davids Residents Association

	DP/199/3	)	Mr and Mrs E Church

	DP/199/4	)

	DP/258/2	)	Mrs E Cousens

	DP/258/3	)

	DP/260/2		Mr P Marks

	DP/269/6		St Davids City Council

�THE OBJECTIONS



35.10	Glasfryn Lane should not be widened to allow for an allocation of housing land (SD1) or employment land (SD4), nor should land be safeguarded for such widening (SD5).  The housing and employment land will not be available, since the owner does not wish to sell.  The lane (widened recently at the northern end in connection with a new factory) is a narrow country lane, rich in wild flowers, and with traditional hedges and/or banks.  Widening will be environmentally damaging.  The Veryard Report demonstrates that there is no need for a by-pass to the centre of St Davids in traffic terms; even in holiday periods, only a maximum of 20% of city-centre traffic is through traffic.  Widening would increase traffic speed, with increased danger to pedestrians walking along the lane (there are no footpaths).  More traffic would use the lane, which has to be crossed by school-children.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.11	The widening of Glasfryn Lane is the regrettable but inevitable result of allocating land there for housing (SD1) and employment purposes (SD4).  I have indicated elsewhere that, in my view, allocation of housing land at Glasfryn Lane is less environmentally damaging to the city's setting than alternative locations suggested.  I have also said that the willingness or otherwise of the landowner to sell should not be a consideration in making such allocations.  It is not claimed by the NPA that use of a widened Glasfryn Lane as a city centre by-pass is justified on highways grounds, or that such considerations would, in themselves, justify a by-pass at Glasfryn Lane or elsewhere.  The argument is that the lane having been widened to allow the allocations of housing and employment land, it can then be used as a by-pass by the admittedly small proportion of through traffic, allowing for some traffic management measures in the city centre.  Insofar as a widened lane would have footpaths, pedestrian safety on the lane would be increased.  The design of a suitable crossing point at the southern end of the lane would allow for pedestrian safety of people, including school children, crossing the lane.  I agree with the objectors that it would be environmentally preferable to leave the unwidened stretch of the lane as it is, but its upgrading is the price that has to be paid for further housing development in St Davids.



RECOMMENDATION



35.12	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY SD1/HNP1: OBJECTION SITE BETWEEN `AWELFOR' AND `BRYNSIRIOL'



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/108/1		Mr and Mrs E Griffiths

�THE OBJECTION



35.13	The objectors are the owners of a large area of agricultural land to the east of the city.  They object to the non-allocation for housing purposes of 1.08ha (2.66 acres) of their land for up to 10 dwellings.  The land, currently in agricultural use (classified as Grade 3 land), is bounded on the north by the rear of dwellings (including `Awelfor') fronting the south side of the A487; on the west by the access road to the Marine Life Centre; on the south by land attached to the ML Centre and by a detached dwelling, `Brynsiriol'.  There is no defined natural boundary to the east.  In support of the objection, it is stated that the land is immediately available for development, whereas the allocated site at Glasfryn Lane may not become available for years; that the visual impact of development on the setting of St Davids would not be harmful; and that the proposal has the support of the City Council.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.14	Policy SD1/HNP1 allocated 1.24 ha of housing land for a total of up to 35 dwellings, on two sites; Grove Field (1 ha) and the concrete works (0.24 ha).  The availability of the former depends upon the widening of Glasfryn Lane, that of the latter on the relocation of the existing works.  There would also be the possibility of an "exceptions" site (Policy HNP8) at Glasfryn Lane, additional to the allocations, but that too would depend upon widening the lane.  Past completion rates have equated to 8.6 units per annum, so that an allocation of 35 units (together with 4 units with planning consent) represents a slowing down of past rates of growth.  In principle, I agree that this is desirable, and reflects the reclassification of St Davids from an H3 settlement in the 1983 Structure Plan to an H5 settlement.  Growth at a higher rate would threaten the city's landscape setting, and unbalance the relationship between the historic core and modern residential development.



35.15	I accept that the least damaging siting for further growth is on the western side of Glasfryn Lane.  However, given the restricted level of development which 35 units would represent, together with the fact that land for only 4 dwellings currently has permission, it is important that the plan's housing allocations are genuinely available.  There are two concerns here.  Firstly, in February 1997 the NPA concluded that the two allocated sites could only accommodate about 15 to 20 units (3 or 4 at the Concrete works; 12 to 16 at Glasfryn Lane) rather than the 35 previously envisaged.  It was therefore proposed to allocate an additional site at the northern end of Glasfryn Lane (0.8 ha) to accommodate 12 - 16 dwellings.



35.16	Secondly, the allocated Glasfryn Lane site would require the expenditure of some £300,000 on widening the lane.  Since there is no highways case for the widening, it must, presumably, be funded by the housing proposals.  That level of expenditure, and the possible need for CPO's, must make early availability of the local plan site unlikely, leaving a distinct short-fall in the interim.  The `February' site at Glasfryn Lane does not, I assume, depend upon road widening, being adjacent to the length of lane already widened to allow access to the new factory.  It could, presumably, be brought forward more quickly.  Whether it could be enlarged, I do not know.



35.17	It appears to me, therefore, that there is a real risk that St Davids will simply run out of housing land before the allocated site at Glasfryn Lane becomes available.  There is, indeed, no certainty that it will become available at all during the plan period.  In these circumstances, I consider that there is a need to allocate a further small site not dependent upon the widening of Glasfryn Lane.  The objection site could meet the requirement.  This would leave two sites available in the likely event that the allocated site at Glasfryn Lane is significantly delayed; the objection site and the `February' site, with a total capacity of perhaps 25 dwellings.  This would allow the allocated sites to make a contribution later in the plan period.  Even if they came forward earlier (and I am not optimistic about that) no significant over-provision would result.  The dependence, at least in the shorter term, on these two sites, neither of them in the local plan, represents a significant shift of emphasis, but is inevitable, since the local plan strategy (Glasfryn Lane allocated site and the concrete works) is no longer credible.



35.18	I would not support allocation of the objection site if I agreed with the NPA's view that there are substantial environmental objections.  However, the site is not on the southern, northern or western flanks of the city, long acknowledged to be particularly sensitive environmentally.  It is at the eastern approach, in close proximity to the road from Haverfordwest, in an area of scattered development.  It has residential development to the north (including a site with planning permission for one dwelling) and the Marine Life Centre and its grounds to the west and south-west.  Its development would help to provide that definite boundary to the urban area which the eastern approach lacks, giving the required hard `edge' to the City.  Provided development was single storey only, and appropriately landscaped, I do not consider it would have a detrimental effect on either the setting of the listed Twr-y-Felin or on longer views of the city and its setting from the south and east, or from the A487.



RECOMMENDATION



35.19	I recommend that the objection site should be allocated for housing development.



POLICY SD1/HNP1: VARIOUS OBJECTION SITES PROPOSED FOR HOUSING



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/269/1	)

	DP/269/2	)

	DP/269/3	)	St Davids City Council

	DP/269/4	)

	DP/269/5	)



	DP/270/1		Mr C Snushall

	DP/272/2		Mr G L Davies

�THE OBJECTIONS



35.20	(DP/269/1-5)  The proposed allocation of 35 housing units is insufficient to meet the City's needs.  There are approximately 60 persons on the Local Authority waiting list at present.  80 plus units would be a more realistic allocation.  Suggested new sites for housing are at Caerfai Road; south of Pen-Y-Garn and Ffynnon Wen; the land at Fairfield/Awelfor as far as Ocean Haze, and the field in Nun Street opposite the City Garage.  The development boundary should be amended accordingly.



35.21	(DP/270/1)  The allocation of 35 units falls far short of the requirement for 80+ units.  The Glasfryn Lane allocation depends entirely on the upgrading of the lane, and the Concrete Works remains in use for industry; also, it has poor access.  Other housing land must be identified.  Land east of Caerfai Road is suggested.



35.22	(DP/272/2)  The whole of field 4365, Nun Street, should be allocated for housing as part of the Concrete Works Site, and the SD3 open space allocation deleted.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.23	I shall begin with the issue of the number of housing units to be provided, and then move on to the individual sites proposed.  I have dealt elsewhere with the fact that the two allocated sites at Glasfryn Lane and the Concrete Works are now seen as providing only about 15 to 20 units (rather than 35), and that an additional site is proposed at Glasfryn Lane for 12-16 dwellings.  I have also recommended inclusion of land at `Awelfor' for about 10 units.  If all these sites come forward in the plan period, they would provide for about 37-46 units.  In addition, widening of Glasfryn Lane might make an `exceptions' site available, if the need were demonstrated.  Also, there are 4 existing plots with planning permission.  This is beginning to get closer to the numbers the City Council has in mind.  However, I do not accept that past rates of building can or should be projected into the future, and I note that the last Structure Plan re-categorised St Davids from an H3 settlement to an H5 settlement, ie from "major" to "modest" residential development potential.  There is no case for further large housing land allocations in the local plan.



35.24	Two sites at Caerfai Road have been suggested, one of 1.26 ha and one of 2.19 ha which overlap each other.  Either of them would be a clear and significant extension of the built-up area into open countryside, bringing the urban area closer to the coast, and intruding on the landscape setting of the city.  The smaller site, running the whole length of the eastern side of Caerfai Road, would not have a clear physical boundary on its eastern side, and there would obviously be future pressure for further expansion in this direction.  Development of either site would impinge on views from the coast.



35.25	The site suggested (0.97 ha) on land south of Pen-Y-Garn would extend the urban area into countryside to the south-west of the city, again extending it towards the coast.  The site has a long history of planning refusals going back to 1952, and an appeal to the Welsh Office was dismissed in 1989 on the grounds that building here would extend the development limits of St Davids, and blur the sharp distinction between the city and its attractive rural landscape setting, which would significantly harm the character and appearance of the National Park.



35.26	The suggested site south of the A487 is very large (5.8 ha), and no case has been put forward to justify the development of such a huge site.  Its development would be a major extension of the urban area eastwards, radically altering the view when approaching along the A487 from Haverfordwest.  I have, however, recommended the release for housing development of a small area of land at its western end, between `Awelfor' and `Brynsiriol', which would consolidate scattered development at the eastern approach to the city, and provide a defined and defensible eastern edge to the urban area.



35.27	The final site suggested is at the rear of development fronting Nun Street, adjoining the Concrete Works.  Development here would visually close a gap which provides a fine view outwards from the city over open countryside, and would constitute undesirable backland development.  It would also be very visible from parts of the coast, and would intrude on land identified in the plan to be retained under Policy SD3 as a `green wedge'.



35.28	I conclude, therefore, that there is no pressing need to identify further housing sites at St Davids and that there are substantial planning objections to all four sites suggested.



RECOMMENDATION



35.29	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY SD2: DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/169/2		St Davids Residents Association



THE OBJECTION



35.30	The reference to the height of the development is inflexible.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.31	The reference would be deleted by PC142, which would refer instead to a development brief being prepared.



RECOMMENDATION



35.32	I recommend that Proposed Change 142 should be made.

�POLICY SD3: GREEN WEDGES AND OPEN SPACES



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/169/3		St Davids Residents Association



THE OBJECTION



35.33	The designation of the school playing fields as a "green wedge" should not preclude a small cricket pavilion/amenity for the school and cricket club.  The play area in front of Yr Hafan has been a cause of concern to residents and should be considered for a suitably landscaped car park.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.34	The NPA has confirmed that the policy would not necessarily preclude a cricket pavilion at the school playing fields or a car park at Yr Hafan, although it is not aware of any proposal to provide the latter.



RECOMMENDATION



35.35	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY SD6/TNP11: TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/38/1	)

	DP/38/2	)	Dr Trevor Broom

	DP/38/3	)



	DP/154/1		Miss J A Boughton



	DP/199/5		Mr and Mrs E Church



	DP/260/1	)	Mr Peter Marks

	DP/260/3	)



	DP/269/9		St Davids City Council



THE OBJECTIONS



35.36	All the objectors are opposed to any Park and Ride scheme which would involve introducing vehicles into the Cathedral Close.  Various other comments/suggestions are made on traffic management measures generally.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.37	The wording here has apparently mislead the objectors, since the NPA states that it was never their intention to propose any scheme that would involve vehicles driving through the Cathedral Close.  In any case, the policy is now proposed for deletion by PC388, as it relates to traffic management issues, which are the responsibility of the County Council as Highways Authority, and not of the NPA.  PC389 proposes a resulting change to the text, which clarifies the intention of the Park and Ride proposal.



RECOMMENDATION



35.38	I recommend that Proposed Changes 388 and 389 should be made.



POLICY SD7: GROVE CAR PARK



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/67/2		Mrs M John

	DP/122/3		Mr C G Powell



THE OBJECTIONS



35.39	It is not particularly clear what the objectors wish to see in the way of changes to the plan, but the NPA has taken it that the objection is to the proposed 0.42 ha extension to the Grove car park at the eastern approach to the city.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.40	The proposed extension is not intended significantly to increase the capacity of the present car park, but rather to replace capacity lost to a recent road improvement, and that which would be lost if the proposed visitor centre goes ahead.  The capacity will still be about 250 cars and 20 coaches.  The landscaping of the most recent part of the car park has been quite successful, and the alternative to proper provision is on-street parking, leading to congestion.



RECOMMENDATION



35.41	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY SD8: DUAL USE SPORTS FACILITIES



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/169/7		St Davids Residents Association



	DP/259/1		Mr M Grey



	DP/261/1	)	Governors of Ysgol Dewi Sant

	DP/261/2	)



THE OBJECTIONS



35.42	The landowners have indicated that they will not sell the site and the Residents Association have a moral objection to compulsory purchase.  The Governors welcome the recognition in the plan of the school's needs, but consider that the site will not come forward during the plan period.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.43	I have given my views on compulsory purchase elsewhere.  Since the allocation of this land for sports facilities is stated in the plan to require a separate vehicular access from the improved Glasfryn Lane, I agree that implementation is problematical, since widening of the lane is not certain as to timing, again for reasons I have given elsewhere.  The allocation should remain, but with the additional words proposed by PC387, to the effect that this does not preclude consideration of alternative proposals under Policy CNP1.



RECOMMENDATION



35.44	I recommend that Proposed Change 387 should be made.



SD: OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/44/1		Mr P Clarke



THE OBJECTION



35.45	The plan fails to consider the implications if the Sutherland Gallery is relocated there.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.46	At the time of the Inquiry, the National Museum of Wales had not made a decision as to where the Sutherland Gallery would be located, whether in St Davids or elsewhere.  Various locations and sites were then being appraised.  In those circumstances, it would be premature for the plan to allocate a site.  The plan contains general policies which can provide a framework for consideration of any proposals which may come forward in due course.



RECOMMENDATION



35.47	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



SD: OMISSION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/269/7		St Davids City Council



THE OBJECTION



35.48	In the interests of Tourism, car parking and toilet facilities should be provided at St Justinian, and toilet facilities at Caerfai.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



35.49	It is not clear if this is a request for provision of these facilities, or an objection that the local plan makes no mention of them.  The provision of facilities at St Justinian is currently being considered, and it would be premature to make any specific plan provision at this time.  There is no specific proposal by the County Council to provide toilets at Caerfai.  In any case, the facilities desired at both locations could be provided without the necessity for a prior commitment in the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



35.50	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�ST ISHMAELS SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



36.1	St Ishmaels was originally a loose scatter of dwellings around a cross-roads, but has expanded in the last 25 years to its current population of about 576.  There were 6 outstanding residential commitments at December 1995, and the plan allocates land for a further 15 dwellings (Policy S11).  This compares with 19 residential completions in the 10 years to 1995.  There are two objections, both from the Community Council, both in respect of housing allocation.  It is convenient to consider both of them together.



POLICIES S11 AND S13: HOUSING LAND/OPEN SPACE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/136/3	)	St Ishmaels Community Council

	DP/136/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



36.2	The plan fails to allocate sufficient available land to meet housing need for the plan period.  The Council favours the inclusion of land along Trewarren Road between Castle Estate and the sports field.  They object to the designation for housing of land behind the school, and wish to see it included as open space under S13/LNP1/CNP8.  There is a fundamental difference of opinion between the Council and NPA as to the future development of the village, and the Council particularly objects to the statement in the plan that the village is reaching the end of its natural growth.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



36.3	I shall begin with the issue of housing numbers.  The plan allows for a continuation of the completion rates of the previous decade up to the end of the plan period, ie continued growth to 2005.  The Community Council has not indicated what housing numbers it wishes to see, and it is not made clear whether they wish to see an increased completion rate during the plan period (ie faster growth) or growth projected beyond the plan period (which is a matter for the next plan, not this one).  The statement that the plan fails to allow sufficient land leads me to conclude that it is the former, ie the Council wishes to see the growth rate increased by the allocation of additional housing land.  I should say here that I agree with the view of the NPA that the village is reaching the limits of acceptable growth.  The relatively limited facilities, the indifferent road access, and the need to safeguard the landscape setting and the view from the coast, all argue strongly against major further expansion.



36.4	The two housing land allocations made by the plan appear appropriate.  The land next to the school could be developed without a significant overall extension of the village envelope, and would help to physically unify the development at Trewarren Close and Lindsway Villas with the main body of the village.  By contrast, the Council's favoured site is very much larger, and would represent a significant expansion of the village into the countryside, onto rising ground lacking well-defined boundaries to future growth.



RECOMMENDATION



36.5	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.

�SOLVA SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



37.1	Solva consists of two distinct settlements, Upper and Lower Solva, linked by the A487 Haverfordwest to St Davids road.  Of the two, Upper Solva is by far the larger, although the main commercial core, together with the area most attractive to tourists, is in Lower Solva.  The total population is about 660 persons, and growth was minimal (only about 1%) in the decade between 1981 and 1991.  There were 34 residential completions between 1986 and December 1995, and 26 existing commitments were in being at the latter date.  The Structure Plan categorised Solva as an H5 settlement suitable for "modest" residential growth.  It is identified as a "Principal Settlement" in this plan, which allocates 4.64 acres of land at Bro Dawel, Upper Solva for residential use, (up to 24 units) including a managed social housing element of 15 units (Policy SA1).  There are 7 policies relating to Solva, to which there is a total of 21 objections (including DP/103/1, logged originally as an objection to the now deleted Policy HNP4).



SA: DEVELOPMENT LIMIT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/13/2		Mrs M B Phillips

	DP/34/1		Mr I A Bowie

	DP/103/1		Humbergrange Ltd



THE OBJECTIONS



37.2	(DP/13/2)  The development limit should be amended to include the dwelling known as `Taliesin' and its immediate curtilage.



37.3	(DP/34/1)  The development limit should be amended to include the terraced garden area of 1 Fort Cottage, since garden areas are generally included within the limit, even where, as at Pen-Yr-Aber, they are physically separated from dwellings by a road.



37.4	(DP/103/1)  The development limit should be amended to include the land between St Bride's View and the recreation field, which is clearly part of the garden area of a dwelling known as `Harbour High'.  The site is suitable for residential development and would not affect the amenity and privacy of dwellings fronting St Bride's View.  Vehicular access can be provided over land in the objector's ownership.  `Harbour High' was converted to 7 residential flats, following the grant of planning permission in 1994.  This allows scope for highway objections to extra traffic on St Bride's View to be overcome by, for example, reducing the number of flats in the building, thus reducing traffic overall.  To leave the objection site as unallocated `white land' is inconsistent with its inclusion within the village development limit shown on the previous non-statutory plan for Solva.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.5	"Taliesin" would be included within the development limit by PC308.  I agree that this is appropriate, in the light of the permission for 6 dwellings on land to the south and west, which would link this dwelling with the built-up area of Upper Solva.



37.6	The case of Fort Cottage is more difficult to determine.  The curtilage of the dwelling includes terraced areas which visually form part of the prominent coastal slopes overlooking the inlet and the harbour.  These were previously overgrown, although some clearance has taken place recently.  It is not, I think, disputed that any development of these terraces would be highly undesirable, and perhaps physically impossible.  The appropriate course would therefore be to exclude them from the development limit.  That limit will generally follow curtilage boundaries, but need not do so where, as in this case, there are good reasons for doing otherwise.  The logical course of action here is not to follow the limit defined in the previous non-statutory plan, which included only some of the terraces on the seaward side, but to follow the line now suggested in the plan attached to the NPA's rebuttal proof.



37.7	I come now to the land which forms the garden area of `Harbour High', and which has residential curtilages on three sides of it, and an SA3 "open space" on the forth.  The objection land has the character of a domestic garden, and is clearly to be distinguished from the open space, of which it is not physically or visually part.  The land is given no designation in PCNPLP, being left as "white" land.  However, I can see no strategic objection to its residential development, since it would not necessarily be harmful to the character of the village, the surrounding countryside, or the National Park in general.  In this respect, I disagree with the first and third reasons for refusal of the 1995 decision notice.  I see no fundamental objection to its development per se, and as such I consider that the appropriate course is to follow the previous non-statutory plan, and include the land within the development limit.



37.8	I should, however, make it clear that I am not saying that an application for residential development will thereby automatically be successful.  Whilst I see no "strategic" problem, there are certainly "tactical" difficulties of vehicular access, and safeguarding amenity and privacy of neighbours.  These problems may or may not be capable of solution.  The correct course is, I consider, to include the land in the development boundary, thus leaving it to an applicant to demonstrate how an acceptable form of development can be devised that satisfies the policies of the plan.



RECOMMENDATION



37.9	I recommend that:



	  i.	Proposed Change 308 should be made, and that "Taliesin" and its curtilage be included in the development limit.



	 ii.	the terraces to 1 Fort Cottage be generally excluded from the development limit, as indicated in the plan attached to the NPA's rebuttal proof.



	iii.	the garden area to `Harbour High' be included in the development limit.



SA: POLICY HNP3: INFILL



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/27/2		Mr A J Dixon



THE OBJECTION



37.10	No further housing development should be allowed in Solva until the services are able to cope with unusually high rainfall.  The cellar of the objector's property was flooded in January 1996.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.11	The NPA has stated that it is aware of flooding problems in Lower Solva, and that developers will be required to submit calculations of surface water run-off.  Infill opportunities in Lower Solva must, in any case, be very limited.



RECOMMENDATION



37.12	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY SA1/HNP1 : HOUSING ALLOCATION



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/13/1		Mrs M B Phillips

	DP/14/3		Mr I Tite

	DP/58/1		Mrs P Dafforn



	DP/87/3	)

	DP/87/4	)	Mr I Calder

	DP/87/5	)



	DP/116/1		Mr D V Noott



	DP/215/2		Pembrokeshire County Council



THE OBJECTIONS



37.13	With the exception of Pembrokeshire County Council, the objectors oppose the allocation of football pitches for the building of up to 24 dwellings, to include both self-build plots and managed social housing.  Their reasons include:



	  i.	there is no local need, since Solva has a static population.



	 ii.	buildings on this site would be visible from the adjoining headlands and the coastal path.



	iii.	there are 22 outstanding residential consents, and further building is not needed.



	 iv.	the sewage system has capacity for only 20 more dwellings, and this should be reserved for infilling, which would benefit local people.



	  v.	there are no jobs locally, and the residents of new houses here would have to commute to jobs elsewhere, adding to traffic and pollution.



	 vi.	the football pitches are of good quality, and tennis courts etc, could be added later.



37.14	Pembrokeshire County Council owns the objection site, which was purchased for housing purposes, and has a history of planning consents for such purposes.  The Council wishes to see the site developed for housing, demand having been demonstrated by a local housing needs survey, and this being the most suitable site to meet that need.  The football pitches were always seen as a temporary use of the land, pending development.  The plan states that planning consent will not be granted until the pitches are relocated to the satisfaction of the NPA.  The Council wishes to see these words and Policy SA2 deleted, since relocation to the preferred site is not possible, because the owner is unwilling to release the land, and compulsory purchase is not feasible (and there is no funding for it).  The effect of the policy is therefore to sterilize a site that the plan allocates for local needs housing.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.15	I shall begin with the housing need issue.  The 1993 local needs housing survey by the then Preseli-Pembrokeshire Council showed an estimated 10 year requirement of 30 units, with a target of 15 new build units.  Solva is the main settlement in the Community Council area, and has a good range of facilities.  It is therefore, the logical place to meet that need.  This is the most appropriate site for development, having been purchased many years ago for housing purposes.  The sporting use was always intended to be temporary, pending the site being used for housing.  However, as invariably happens with a temporary use goes on for many years, it comes to be seen as the proper use of the land, and any proposal to discontinue that use is resisted.



37.16	This is not the main facility available to the football club, being used as a training pitch, with occasional match use.  I am told that the club was always aware that its use of the land was temporary, pending its development for housing.  I do not consider therefore, that the loss of the site for sporting purposes, regrettable as it is, should stand in the way of housing development.  Nor do I consider it appropriate, given that the facility was always known to be temporary, to impose a requirement that the pitches must be relocated before planning permission will be given.  This is an unduly onerous requirement, which can only make landowners less willing to accept temporary use of their land in the future.  In the circumstances of this case, it may be impractical to do so in any event, thus effectively nullifying the allocation of the land for housing in the first place.



37.17	If, therefore, the land use decision is between continued use for sporting purposes or housing development, without a prior requirement to relocate the pitches, then the latter use should prevail.  However, I cannot help wondering if the choice is quite as stark as that.  I note that the site area is given as 1.88 hectares (or 4.64 acres).  This is far more land than would be needed for "up to" 24 dwellings.  I have also observed that there is an area of open, undeveloped land on the eastern boundary of the site, immediately north of Maes-y-Mor, which is shown as unallocated ("white land") on the inset map.  Is this also in the County Council's ownership?  Can it be added to the objection site?  In any case, is it possible that some continued sporting use is compatible with housing development on part of the objection site?  The NPA should examine the options here in greater detail, to see if a compromise solution is possible.



37.18	I shall deal finally with some more detailed points of objection.  Building on the objection site would indeed be visible from the headlands and the coastal path.  It would, however, be seen entirely in the context of existing built development, which frames it on three sides, and hence it would not appear as an incursion into open countryside.  I am told that a phased development would allow building on the scale proposed to proceed over the course of the plan period without overloading the sewage system.  As to the likelihood of increased commuting this is, of course, a possibility wherever housing development takes place.  Solva is linked by bus services with both St Davids and Haverfordwest, so that the alternative of using public transport does at least exist if this site is developed.



RECOMMENDATION



37.19	(On the assumption that it is not possible to accommodate a reduced sporting facility on the objection site as well as the housing required) I recommend that:



	  i.	no modification should be made to the plan in response to the objections to the allocation of the land for housing purposes under Policy SA1/HNP1.



	 ii.	the last sentence of the text, stating that planning consent will not be granted until the sports facilities are relocated, should be deleted.



POLICY SA2: RELOCATION OF FOOTBALL PITCH



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/99/1		Mr C Davies

	DP/109/1		Mr Robert Griffiths

	DP/215/1		Pembrokeshire County Council

�THE OBJECTIONS



37.20	All three objectors seek the deletion of the policy.  The case for the County Council is considered above, under Policy SA1/HNP1.  The other two objectors refer to the loss of agricultural land and its effect on viability; to the presence of another playing field to meet demand, and to the landowners unwillingness to sell.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.21	Allocations in a local plan do not ultimately depend upon the landowners expressed willingness to sell, and I can see no planning objection to the allocation.  That said, if the landowner does not wish to sell, the land will not pass to the new use without a compulsory purchase order, and the NPA will need to recognise this if it wishes to continue with this allocation.  I have set out above the reasons why I do not regard it as appropriate for the SA1 housing allocation to be dependent upon relocation of the existing pitches.  Accordingly, the first part of the accompanying text ("The NPA will require ... (see SA1)") should be deleted.



RECOMMENDATION



37.22	I recommend that the section of the accompanying text stating that the NPA will require the successful implementation of this policy before granting planning permission for housing development on the SA1 site should be deleted; and that the NPA reviews its commitment to this policy in the light of all the circumstances, including my recommendation above.



POLICY SA3: OPEN SPACE



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/104/1	)	Mr and Mrs D Fletcher

	DP/104/2	)	(logged as Unicorn Fairs Ltd)



THE OBJECTIONS



37.23	The objection site (fields south of "South Winds") should not be designed an "open space" under Policy SA3(4).  The designation is not supported by any justification in the plan, and there is no public access to the land other than along public footpaths.  The designation also precludes the natural extension of residential development to that part of the land north of Pen-yr-Aber, and the residential limit should be realigned to allow development on that part of the site.  Policy SA3 should also distinguish between those sites which are protected for their landscape importance and those which are protected because of their value as public open space.  (The objectors also ask for negotiations over the possibility of limited residential development on part of the site and a planning agreement regarding public access to the remainder.  However, that is not a local plan matter).

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.24	Policy SA3 is an application of the general policy CNP8 to Solva - but CNP8 is not specifically mentioned.  However, Policy SA1 refers to the corresponding general policy HNP1; and CNP8 is referred to in other site-specific policies, eg MB2/CNP8 at Manorbier and SF5/CNP8 and 9 at Saundersfoot.  On the other hand, the open space policy at Angle is simply referred to as CNP8, not AN6/CNP8.  This lack of consistency in the way site-specific policies are numbered is potentially confusing, and should be rectified.



37.25	Policy CNP8, and the accompanying text, make it clear that designation can take place for various reasons, one of which is landscape value.  However, land may be designated for several reasons (eg visual amenity and public open space value) so that to seek to distinguish land included in the policy as having either visual amenity value or value as land with public access would be both cumbersome and simplistic.



37.26	Turning now to the objection site, it is clear that it should be protected from development for its visual quality, because it forms part of the coastal slopes framing the inlet at Solva.  It is particularly visible when seen from the Gribben, on the other side of the inlet.  Built development here would be a highly visible incursion into the coastal setting of Solva, and would be very damaging to the character of this well-known and loved part of the National Park.  Additionally, vehicular access would be quite inadequate, since Pen-yr-Aber is not well suited to take extra traffic.  The only alternative access would be from Portland Square, but that is also quite unsuitable to take increased vehicular traffic.



RECOMMENDATION



37.27	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



"POLICY" SA5: FOOTPATH AND POLICY SA6: HARBOUR ENHANCEMENT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/38/8	)	Dr Trevor Broom

	DP/38/9	)



THE OBJECTIONS



37.28	These are, in fact, more in the nature of comments made in the context of general support for the Solva Settlement Statement.  The first (SA5) states that the objector is doubtful about the practicality of a footpath along Solva Hill if it is to be taken off the width of the existing roadway.  The second (SA6) states that the word "upgrading" is ambiguous in respect of the harbour footbridge.

�INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



37.29	SA5 is a statement rather than a policy, and refers to a highways scheme proposed by the former Dyfed County Council, for which the NPA is obliged to make provision since it is still in the TPP.  The question raised is a matter for detailed design, and does not require any amendment to the plan.  As to SA6 (which is a policy), the NPA recognise that the wording used is ambiguous, and have proposed a change (PC307).



RECOMMENDATION



37.30	I recommend that Proposed Change 307 should be made, but that no further modification be made to the plan in response to these objections.



SA INSET: FOOTPATH



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/11/1		Mr D R Vaughan



THE OBJECTION



37.31	The footpath shown in the area of Llanungar Fach farm has been legally extinguished and should be deleted (done by PC204).



RECOMMENDATION



37.32	I recommend that Proposed Change 204 should be made.



SA INSET: HOUSING LAND



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/14/1		Mr I Tite



THE OBJECTION



37.33	The objector would agree with limited development in the field opposite Bro Dawel north of the A487, and south-west of Maes Ewan.



INSPECTOR'S COMMENTS



37.34	I think that this site is being suggested as an alternative to SA1, rather than being put forward as a housing site per se.  I have dealt elsewhere with the SA1 allocation, which I support.  Given that, and the lack of need to find further housing sites in Solva, there is no requirement to identify an additional housing site.  The objection site would, in any case, represent a clear extension of the settlement into what is presently countryside.



RECOMMENDATION



37.35	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.

�TENBY SETTLEMENT STATEMENT



INTRODUCTION



38.1	The historic town and port of Tenby is the largest settlement in the National Park, with a population of 4810 (2.8% growth between 1981 and 1991).  There have been relatively high building rates since 1981, with 500 residential completions between 1986 and the end of 1995, both from new building and from conversions of former hotels.  Tenby has not been immune from the problems caused by changing patterns of holiday demand, which have affected many sea-side resorts.  At the end of 1995, there were 52 existing residential consents, some of them for conversions of hotels or guest-houses which might not be implemented, if the business use continued.  The plan allocates 5.9 hectares of land (policy TB2/HNP1) for up to 120 new dwellings, but notes that, once this land is taken up, the town will have reached the limits of its "natural" growth within the wider environment.



38.2	The plan contains 13 policies and, in addition to the residential allocation at Brynhir referred to above, allocates 1.2ha at the Salterns for business use (Policy TB4/ENP1), 3 smaller sites for commercial uses (Policy TB6), and 7.3ha at the Butts for cultural and recreational uses (Policy TB11).  Policy TB1 defines a substantial "green wedge" north of the town to prevent it merging with neighbouring villages.  Other policies deal with such matters as the Town Quay and Pier, environmental enhancement and road improvements.  There are a number of Proposed Changes, but these have not been the subject of objections.  There are 10 objections to the Deposit Draft version of the plan.



TB: GENERAL



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/234/2		Mr J D Macdonald



THE OBJECTION



38.3	The objector is concerned about the preservation of the character of Slippery Back, a lane which was part of the original turnpike road to Tenby.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.4	I have considerable doubts as to whether this should have been registered as a "duly made" objection, since it appears to relate to the effect on Slippery Back of a planning permission granted on the site of the Brynhir Hotel, which is not a local plan matter.  In later representations, mention is made of the housing land allocation under Policy TB2/HNP1 but, since this was not part of the original objection, it cannot be raised at this stage.  As far as the effect of that allocation on Slippery Back is concerned, I note that the text to the policy specifically rules out vehicular access to the lane.

�RECOMMENDATION



38.5	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



TB: OMISSION AND POLICY TB5: TOWN QUAY AND PIER



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/23/4		Tenby Chamber of Trade

	DP/275/1		Frys Enterprises



THE OBJECTIONS



38.6	The plan should contain a policy making provision for a marina at Tenby, since this would contribute towards the economic prosperity of the town, which has lost part of its tourism trade over the last 20 years.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.7	The location of a marina in close proximity to Castle Hill and St Catherine's Island would obviously have a major environmental impact, which would need careful assessment.  Both Hill and Island are, in part, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, and the general area above low water mark is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (the Tenby Cliffs SSSI).  There are also listed building and conservation area aspects to be considered.  The marina would, therefore, impinge upon an area of unusual environmental sensitivity.  Because of Schedule 2 of the Town and County Planning (Assessment of Environmental Effects) Regulations, a marina would be a "major development" for which an environmental assessment would be required before consent could be given.  Since no such assessment has been carried out, it would be quite inappropriate for the plan to contain a commitment to a marina project at this time.



38.8	It is also important, as a general principle, that any project that is positively promoted by a local plan policy should have some realistic prospect of coming to fruition in the period covered by the plan.  No planning application for a marina has ever been made here, and a decade after the idea was first put forward it seems no nearer to realisation.  The evidence put to me by a supporter of the scheme was that it was not financially viable without very considerable grant aid, and no source for that aid appears to have been identified.  Quite apart from the environmental considerations, the proposal does not seem to me to be sufficiently advanced to justify a specific policy in the local plan at this stage.  If a realistic proposal can be formulated, then it can be tested against the general policies of the plan at that juncture, but it would be inopportune for the plan to make any specific provision at present.

�RECOMMENDATION



38.9	I recommend that no modifications should be made to the plan in response to these objections.



POLICY TB3: SHOPPING



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/233/18		Welsh Office



THE OBJECTION



38.10	The second sentence of the policies goes beyond the advice in PPG6, and fails to recognise the importance of diverse uses in contributing to the vitality and viability of town centres.  No justification is given for the restrictions on non-retail use of ground floor frontages (conditionally withdrawn by PC/32/8 in the light of PC166).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.11	The offending words would be removed by PC166, and the accompanying text modified.  This would meet the Welsh Office objection.  However, the resulting policy would be so vague and generalised as to be virtually meaningless.  The "would be encouraged" format is always weak; what matters is whether planning permission, rather than encouragement, would be forthcoming.  Proposals for new retail development in the town centre of (inter alia) Tenby would now be governed by general policy ENP3 (as amended by PC31).  Retail development outside Tenby town centre would be governed by new policy ENP7 (since this refers only to Tenby should it not more logically be a "TB" policy?).  I note that the distinction between primary and secondary shopping frontages in Tenby is proposed to be abandoned.



RECOMMENDATION



38.12	I recommend that PC166 should be made, but that the words "will be encouraged" be deleted and replaced by "will be permitted, provided that such proposals would not create any significant access, parking, amenity or public service provision objections".



POLICY TB4/ENP1: BUSINESS LAND ALLOCATION



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/176/1		London and General Property Ltd

�THE OBJECTION



38.13	This site at the Salterns should be identified as having potential for a small, quality supermarket.  This facility is needed in Tenby, as trade is being lost to the town.  The site is close to the town centre, and readily accessible to the main road network and public transport infrastructure.  The site identified in the plan at Rocky Park/White Lion Street is too small and has level difficulties.  (Objection no DP/222/1 by SWALEC Plc, is listed by the NPA as a further objection to this policy.  However, I take paragraph 1.2 of Chapman Warren's further representations of January 1997 to mean that this objection is now withdrawn).



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.14	The plan identifies a potential site for retail development at Rocky Park and White Lion St, in close proximity to the shopping area of the town.  By contrast, the objection site lies well outside the shopping area, and cannot be regarded as an "edge of centre" site in terms of the proposed new Policy ENP7.  In the light of the sequential test, there is no doubt that the allocated site is much to be preferred in locational terms.  It is asserted that the allocated site (of some 0.75 ha) is too small, but the NPA states that the site could accommodate up to 6,880 sqm of floorspace, and has potential to be enlarged.  It is located on a principle vehicular route into the town, is on a bus route, is close to a multi-storey car park, and is in easy walking distance of the town centre.  It is much more likely to assist in maintaining the vitality and viability of the town centre than is the objection site.



RECOMMENDATION



38.15	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



POLICY TB10/TNP2: ACCESS TO SOUTH BEACH



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/128/3	)	Pembrokeshire County Council

	DP/128/4	)



THE OBJECTIONS



38.16	There is no objection to the principle of facilitating pedestrian access between the Salterns car and coach park and the beach.  However, the policy should not state that planning consent will not be given for works that would disrupt the operation of passenger services on the railway line.  This goes beyond the reasonable concerns of planning, concerning itself with engineering issues relating to the construction of a tunnel under the railway embankment.  The reference in the text to a foot crossing "over" the railway seems to rule out a tunnel in any event, which is too specific, and may cause problems because of the height of the embankment.  The last sentence of the text states that the NPA does not consider unrestricted vehicular access via a tunnel to be appropriate, which seems to pre-empt a feasibility study that remains to be done in respect of traffic measures.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.17	The policy and text seem to range very widely for a policy that is ostensibly about pedestrian access from a car park to the beach.  It would be much better if the policy restricted itself to a statement of intention to provide a safe pedestrian access eg



	"The NPA will seek to provide a safe pedestrian access between the Salterns car and coach park and the South Beach, passing either over or under the railway line".



38.18	The principle of a tunnel would be accepted by PC313, which the above wording would make unnecessary.  To state that planning consent will not be given for work disrupting the passenger service is far too prescriptive.  Some limited disruption might be acceptable, indeed inevitable.  Why a statement is inserted in the text of a policy on pedestrian access which pledges NPA support for the retention of the existing rail network in its entirety I cannot imagine.  It does not seem either appropriate or relevant to have such a wide-ranging commitment inserted in what is supposed to be the reasoned justification for a policy about providing a footpath.  Similarly, I cannot see the relevance to the policy of the last sentence of the text, which is about vehicular access.  This would appear to relate to highways matters which lie outside the scope of the policy.  If, as the objector fears, it is an attempt to pre-empt the fundings of a future feasibility study, then it is quite inappropriate to use the reasoned justification to a policy on footpaths in this way.



RECOMMENDATION



38.19	I recommend that the policy be reworded to indicate the intention to provide footpath access, either over or under the railway embankment; and that the references to NPA support for retention of the rail network, and opposition to vehicular access via a tunnel be deleted, since they are irrelevant to the policy.



POLICY TB12/BNP11: ST CATHERINE'S ISLAND



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/128/5	)	Pembrokeshire County Council

	DP/128/6	)

	DP/275/2		Frys Enterprises



THE OBJECTIONS



38.20	St Catherine's Fort is both a Scheduled Ancient Monument and a listed building.  A study in 1994 examined a range of options, but found that no re-use would be feasible without grant support.  It also identified an urgent need for coastal protection works, and works to protect the fort from further damage and decay.  The most effective way to conserve an historic building is by finding it a contemporary use.  Policy TB12 is too negative in tone, and appears to preclude any future re-use proposals other than preservation in care and/or use as an interpretive facility.  Re-use proposals may emerge during the life of the plan, and the NPA will not be able to give proper consideration to these on the basis of the current policy.  There should be a suitable criteria-based policy, which records "in principle" agreement to appropriate re-use, subject to appropriate safeguards.  The supporting text should not preclude the construction of a permanent all-tide link between the mainland and the island.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



38.21	St Catherine's Fort is a Scheduled Ancient Monument and a listed building, and in 1994, a feasibility study was produced, looking at options for its future use.  Minimum protective works to safeguard against continued erosion and physical deterioration were then costed at a figure approaching £100,000, and no potential use was found that would be commercially sustainable without public sector funding.  Any use of the fort was likely to cost in excess of £400,000.



38.22	The future of any listed building generally depends upon finding some use for it.  This is particularly difficult in the present case, since the fort occupies a rocky island, inaccessible at high tide.  The purpose of Policy TB12 should be to set out the criteria against which any proposals that may come forward during the plan period can be tested.  The policy is not entirely satisfactory in this respect.  It begins by stating that the NPA favours the preservation of the building as an Ancient Monument in care.  This is hardly calculated to create in the mind of an applicant a feeling that his proposal will receive independent and judicious consideration on its merits.  The policy then goes on to state that planning consent will not be given for "redevelopment" of the site.  This presumably means that the NPA will oppose demolition of this listed building.  Since there is already a general policy, BNP3, which deals with demolition of listed buildings, this is otiose (see also my comments in paragraph 13.8).



38.23	The text to the policy states that a permanent all-tide link or bridge would be inappropriate in landscape terms for this unique site.  This would, of course, limit even further the possibilities of finding a use for the building.  If, as seems likely, any use proposed were to depend upon enhanced access, then the acceptability of a bridge or other link would be one of the factors that would have to be weighed in the balance.  I understand the environmental concern here, although I cannot help noticing that the CADW Ancient Monuments Record Form states that the fort was originally approached by a wooden bridge across the sands.



38.24	As it stands the policy and text are too negative in tone, creating the impression that no proposals for re-use of this building are likely to find favour, certainly not if a permanent link is involved.  There are two possible courses of action.  One is to rely on general policies in Part 1 of the plan (see also my comments on BNP policies).  The other is to have a criteria-based policy dealing specifically with St Catherine's Fort, if there are specific factors which apply here which do not appear in more general policies.  It is, however, important that any specific policy is neutral in tone, in order to allow for an objective analysis of any proposals.  Since I do not know what modifications may be proposed in the light of my comments on the relevant general plan policies, it would not be appropriate to suggest any specific wording here.



RECOMMENDATION



38.25	I recommend that Policy TB12/BNP11 should be deleted in its present form, and replaced by a criteria-based policy, unless the NPA is content to rely on the application of more general BNP policies.

�SETTLEMENT STATEMENTS : GENERAL



PART 2 : LAYOUT



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/135/1		Marloes and St Brides Community Council



	DP/136/2		St Ishmaels Community Council



THE OBJECTIONS



39.1	The grouping of settlements within the plan should not be taken to imply that boundaries are thereby created when cut across traditional zones for housing and educational purposes.  The plan should contain an explanatory note that such groupings are for administrative purposes only.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



39.2	The contents of Part 2 are proposed by PC320 to be re-arranged in alphabetical order.  I support this re-ordering, since the division of settlements into groups is necessarily arbitrary.



RECOMMENDATION



39.3	I recommend that Proposed Change 320 should be made.



OMISSIONS



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/104		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



39.4	CCW wonders why Nevern, Porthgain and Lamphey appeared in the Consultation Draft but not the Deposit Draft.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



39.5	Lamphey was excluded from the National Park by the Boundary Review, in 1995.  The earlier version of the plan had conservation area statements for Nevern and Porthgain but, since conservation area designation is a separate process, they have rightly been omitted from the current plan.

�RECOMMENDATION



39.6	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



PEMBROKESHIRE ISLANDS SAC



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/105		Countryside Council Wales



THE OBJECTION



39.7	CCW recommends that reference to the possible Pembrokeshire Islands SAC should  be made in relevant settlement statements.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



39.8	Possible SAC's are shown on the proposals map and on relevant settlement statement maps.  This is sufficient.



RECOMMENDATION



39.9	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



ABERCASTLE



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/266/1		Mathry Community Council



THE OBJECTION



39.10	A settlement statement is required to protect the unspoilt character of Abercastle.  General policy has proved inadequate to so this in the past.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



39.11	Abercastle is a very small settlement, and no land allocations are proposed, since topographical and landscape constraints make it unsuitable for significant further development.  It is impractical to prepare settlement statements for the many smaller communities in the National Park, where development proposals can be considered in the light of general plan policies.  The objector refers to failure of this approach in the past, but there has not previously been a statutory local plan.

�RECOMMENDATION



39.12	I recommend that no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.



�PROPOSALS MAP



CORRECTIONS/OMISSIONS



OBJECTION NOS:



	DP/90/35:		Dyfed Wildlife Trust

	DP/113/7:		Milford Haven Port Authority

	DP/168/8		Cyngor Cymuned Pencaer

	DP/224/71-73(inc)	)

	DP/224/75-80(inc)	)

	DP/224/82		) Countryside Council for Wales

	PC/26/35		)

	PC/26/36		)

	PC/26/46		)



THE OBJECTIONS



40.1	These 16 objections (9 of which are conditionally withdrawn in the light of Proposed Changes) relate to errors or omissions in the Proposals Map.  None is contentious, and all are covered by Proposed Changes.  The objections and the Proposed Changes are set out on pages 161 and 162 of the Report to Policy Committee of 19 February 1997 and pages 56 and 57 of the recommendations on representations received on Proposals for Change attached to that document.  It is therefore unnecessary to set them out here.



RECOMMENDATION



40.2	I recommend that the necessary modifications to the Proposals Map, as set out in the relevant Proposals for Change, should be made.



COMMON LAND



OBJECTION NO:



	DP/224/83		Countryside Council for Wales



THE OBJECTION



40.3	CCW wonders if there should be a statement in the inset map document explaining that boundaries of common land marked on the maps are not definitive.



INSPECTOR'S CONCLUSIONS



40.4	Unnecessary!  (see Part 2: page 7: last sentence)

�RECOMMENDATION



40.5	I recommend no modification should be made to the plan in response to this objection.
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This list also serves as an index.  Column 4 ("para") gives the number of the first paragraph of the relevant section of the report.
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120

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128�DNP: INTRO

DNP: INTRO

DNP: G/O

DNP: G/O

DNP: G/O

DNP1

DNP1

DNP1

DNP1

DNP1

DNP2

DNP2

DNP3

DNP: OMM�DP/14/1

DP/256/1

DP/127/6

DP/127/8

DP/220/1

DP/127/4

PC/34/3

DP/141/2

DP/256/2

PC/47/1

DP/90/11

DP/256/5

DP/141/4

DP/256/3�MOD (Lands)

Council for Nat Parks

Friends PNP

Friends PNP

Ramblers Assoc

Friends PNP

Friends PNP

MOD (Lands)

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Council for Nat Parks

MOD (Lands)

Council for Nat Parks�8.2

8.2

8.5

8.5

8.5

8.8

8.8

8.8

8.8

8.8

8.13

8.13

8.16

8.19�
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	PUBLIC SERVICES/UTILITIES



�PRIVATE ��129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139�UNP6

UNP6

UNP6

UNP6

UNP6

UNP7

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8�DP/3/2

DP/47/1

PC/29/1

DP/139/1

DP/181/1

DP/3/3

DP/38/4

PC/24/1

PC/24/2

DP/129/7

DP/139/2�Orange PCS

Mercury PCS

Mercury PCS

BT PLC

Vodaphone Ltd

Orange PCS

Dr T Broom

Dr T Broom

Dr T Broom

Country Landowners Assoc

BT PLC�9.3

9.3

9.3

9.3

9.3

9.12

9.15

9.15

9.15

9.15

9.15����PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��140

141

142

143

144

145

146�UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP8

UNP: OMM�PC/35/1

DP/164/1

PC/36/1

DP/222/2

PC/39/1

DP/233/6

DP/3/1�BT PLC

SWALEC

SWALEC

National Grid

National Grid

Welsh Office

Orange PCS�9.15

9.15

9.15

9.15

9.15

9.15

9.20�









CWD��

	TRANSPORT



�PRIVATE ��147

148

149

150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

163

164

165�TNP: INTRO

TNP: INTRO

TNP: INTRO

TNP1

TNP1

TNP1

TNP1

TNP2

TNP3

TNP4

TNP6

TNP6

TNP7

TNP7

TNP7

TNP7

TNP8

TNP8

TNP11�DP/224/89

DP/233/7

DP/233/8

DP/171/23

DP/171/24

DP/171/25

DP/265/5

DP/129/8

DP/129/9

DP/129/10

DP/90/16

DP/220/2

DP/90/17

DP/129/11

DP/220/3

PC/45/1

DP/4/1

DP/224/90

DP/135/2�CCW

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales 21

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Ramblers Assoc

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

Mr P C Jenkins

CCW

Marloes Com C�10.2

10.2

10.2

10.5

10.5

10.5

10.5

10.8

10.11

10.14

10.17

10.17

10.20

10.20

10.20

10.20

10.24

10.24

10.28�





CWD

CWD

CWD

��

	LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION



�PRIVATE ��166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176�LNP: INTRO

LNP1

LNP1

LNP1

LNP2

LNP2

LNP2

LNP2

LNP2

LNP2

LNP3�DP/150/1

DP/90/23

DP/129/12

DP/257/10

DP/139/3

DP/222/3

DP/224/91

DP/224/92

DP/226/2

DP/227/2

DP/129/13�Dyfed Archeol Trust

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

Environment Agency

BT PLC

SWALEC

CCW

CCW

Bourne Leisure

BHHPA

Country Landowners Assoc�11.2

11.5

11.5

11.5

11.9

11.9

11.9

11.9

11.9

11.9

11.12�
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���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189�LNP5

LNP5

LNP6

LNP6

LNP6

LNP6

LNP8

LNP8

LNP8

LNP11

LNP11

LNP11

LNP: OMM�DP/50/1

DP/90/21

DP/50/2

DP/90/19

DP/90/20

PC/2/6

DP/129/14

PC/44/6

DP/150/2

DP/233/9

DP/233/10

PC/32/12

DP/90/18�Forestry Authority

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Forestry Authority

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Dyfed Archaeol Trust

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

Dyfed Wildlife Trust�11.14

11.14

11.17

11.17

11.17

11.17

11.20

11.20

11.20

11.30

11.30

11.30

11.33���

	NATURE CONSERVATION



�PRIVATE ��190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

203

204

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

216�NNP1

NNP1

NNP1

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP2

NNP3

NNP3

NNP3

NNP3

NNP3

NNP3

NNP4

NNP5

NNP5

NNP5�DP/90/26

DP/129/15

PC/44/7

DP/113/6

DP/129/16

PC/44/8

PC/44/9

PC/44/10

DP/224/93

PC/26/15

DP/233/11

DP/233/12

DP/223/13

DP/233/14

PC/32/9

PC/27/1

PC/27/3

DP/90/28

PC/2/8

DP/129/17

PC/44/11

PC/44/12

PC/47/4

DP/90/30

DP/129/18

DP/224/94

DP/224/95�Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Milford Haven PA

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

CCW

CCW

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

Welsh Office

CPRW

CPRW

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Council for Nat Parks

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Country Landowners Assoc

CCW

CCW�12.2

12.2

12.2

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.5

12.15

12.15

12.15

12.15

12.15

12.15

12.18

12.21

12.21

12.21�
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CWD

CWD
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���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��217

218

219�NNP5

NNP5

NNP5�PC/26/20

PC/26/22

PC/32/13�CCW

CCW

Welsh Office�12.21

12.21

12.21���

	BUILDING CONSERVATION



�PRIVATE ��220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238�BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP1

BNP2

BNP5

BNP6

BNP9

BNP9

BNP9

BNP10

BNP10�DP/53/1

DP/78/1

DP/79/1

PC/11/1

DP/111/1

PC/12/1

DP/145/33

DP/146/2

DP/146/3

DP/146/4

DP/219/2

DP/142/14

DP/145/34

DP/129/19

DP/129/20

DP/236/6

DP/236/7

DP/163/1

DP/236/8�Mr J Weston-Arnold

Nevern Com C

Nevern VHC

Nevern VHC

Mr S L Richards

Mr S L Richards

NES (P)

CRI

CRI

CRI

Newport Com C

Mr P Harwood

NES (P)

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc

Cosheston CA

Cosheston CA

Ms Y E Hartley

Cosheston CA�13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.11

13.15

13.19

13.22

13.28

13.28

13.28

13.36

13.36���

	RECREATION



�PRIVATE ��239

240

241

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

250

251

252

253�RNP: OMM

RNP: OMM

RNP: OMM

RNP: INTRO

RNP1

RNP4

RNP6

RNP6

RNP6

RNP6

RNP7

RNP8

RNP9

RNP10

RNP10�DP/220/4

DP/224/97

DP/236/3

DP/224/96

DP/127/2

DP/129/21

DP/113/5

DP/127/7

DP/224/98

DP/236/1

DP/113/4

DP/129/22

DP/127/5

DP/129/23

PC/44/13�Ramblers Assoc

CCW

Cosheston CA

CCW

Friends PNP

CCW

Milford Haven PA

Friends PNP

CCW

Cosheston CA

Milford Haven PA

Country Landowners Assoc

Friends PNP

Country Landowners Assoc

Country Landowners Assoc�14.2

14.2

14.2

14.5

14.8

14.11

14.15

14.15

14.15

14.15

14.22

14.26

14.32

14.32

14.32�















CWD���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��254

255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262

263

264

265

266

267

268

269

270

271

272�RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP10

RNP11

RNP11

RNP11�PC/44/14

DP/147/1

DP/220/5

PC/45/3

PC/45/4

PC/45/5

DP/224/113

PC/26/24

PC/26/25

PC/26/26

DP/236/2

DP/256/6

PC/47/5

PC/47/6

PC/47/7

PC/34/2

DP/90/33

PC/2/12

PC/34/5�Country Landowners Assoc

NFU

Ramblers Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

Cosheston CA

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

Friends PNP

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Friends PNP�14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.32

14.36

14.36

14.36���

	TOURISM



�PRIVATE ��273

274

275

276

277

278

279

280

281

282

283

284�VNP: INTRO

VNP: INTRO

VNP1

VNP2

VNP2

VNP2

VNP2

VNP4

VNP4

VNP4

VNP5

VNP5�DP/90/34

DP/224/99

DP/233/15

DP/226/3

PC/10/2

DP/227/3

PC/9/2

DP/12/1

DP/226/4

DP/227/4

DP/226/5

DP/227/5�Dyfed Wildlife Trust

CCW

Welsh Office

Bourne Leisure

Bourne Leisure

BHHPA

BHHPA

Mr L A Davies

Bourne Leisure

BHHPA

Bourne Leisure

BHHPA�15.2

15.2

15.5

15.13

15.13

15.13

15.13

15.18

15.18

15.18

15.25

15.25�



CWD��

	MAJOR DEVELOPMENT AND ENERGY



�PRIVATE ��285

286

287

288

289

290�MNP: G/O

MNP: G/O

MNP: G/O

MNP: G/O

MNP: G/O

MNP: G/O�DP/171/1

DP/171/4

DP/171/8

DP/171/9

DP/265/6

DP/265/7�West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales 21

West Wales 21�16.2

16.2

16.2

16.2

16.2

16.2�
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CWD

CWD

���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��291

292

293

294

295

296

297

298

299

300

301

302

303

304

305

306

307

308

309

310

311

312

313

314

315

316

317

318

319

320

321

322

323

324

325

326

327�MNP: OMM

MNP1

MNP1

MNP1

MNP1

MNP1

MNP2

MNP2

MNP2

MNP2

MNP2

MNP3

MNP7

MNP7

MNP7

MNP7

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8

MNP8�DP/171/15

DP/137/1

DP/160/1

DP/224/101

DP/256/7

PC/47/8

DP/171/5

DP/171/6

DP/171/7

DP/228/6

DP/275/4

PC/34/4

DP/137/3

DP/224/102

DP/232/4

DP/233/16

DP/37/1

DP/112/1

DP/127/3

DP/137/4

DP/171/11

DP/171/12

DP/171/13

DP/171/14

DP/220/6

PC/45/2

DP/224/103

DP/232/2

DP/232/3

DP/233/17

DP/256/9

PC/47/9

DP/265/1

DP/265/2

DP/265/3

DP/274/1

PC/27/2�West Wales Energy Group

ETSU/DTI

Rees Bros

CCW

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

HBF

Frys Enterprises

Friends PNP

ETSU/DTI

CCW

NES (L and A)

Welsh Office

Mr R M Power

Mrs A Kelly

Friends PNP

ETSU/DTI

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

West Wales Energy Group

Ramblers Assoc

Ramblers Assoc

CCW

NES (L and A)

NES (L and A)

Welsh Office

Council for Nat Parks

Council for Nat Parks

West Wales 21

West Wales 21

West Wales 21

Mr R Forrest

CPRW�16.10

16.12

16.12

16.12

16.12

16.12

16.19

16.19

16.19

16.19

16.19

16.25

16.28

16.28

16.28

16.28

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31

16.31�CWD

CWD
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CWD

CWD

CWD
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CWD
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CWD

CWD
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�PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD��

	SETTLEMENT STATEMENTS



	ANGLE



�PRIVATE ��328

229

330

331

332

333�AN: INSET

AN: GEN

AN: GEN

AN: GEN

AN: GEN

AN: GEN�DP/224/74

DP/24/1

DP/24/2

DP/24/3

DP/24/4

DP/24/5�CCW

Angle Estates

Angle Estates

Angle Estates

Angle Estates

Angle Estates�17.2

17.4

17.4

17.4

17.4

17.4�CWD

��

	BROAD HAVEN



�PRIVATE ��334

335

336

337

338

339

340

341

342

343

344

345

346

347

348�BH: GEN

BH: GEN

BH/CNP1

BH/CNP1

BH: AH

BH: AH

BH6

BH6

BH6

BH6

BH/UNP9

BH/UNP9

BH: VAR

BH: VAR

BH: VAR�DP/197/2

DP/197/3

DP/32/1

DP/40/5

DP/40/7

DP/268/4

DP/265/13

DP/265/15

PC/48/1

PC/48/2

DP/40/14

DP/268/14

DP/268/1

DP/268/5

DP/268/9�Mr R Llewellin

Mr R Llewellin

Messrs Raymond

Havens Com C

Havens Com C

Mr and Mrs Mock

Mr and Mrs Mock

Mr and Mrs Mock

Messrs Raymond

Messrs Raymond

Havens Com C

Mr and Mrs Mock

Mr and Mrs Mock

Mr and Mrs Mock

Mr and Mrs Mock�18.1

18.1

18.2

18.2

18.20

18.20

18.23

18.23

18.23

18.23

18.26

18.26

18.29

18.29

18.29���

	CALDEY



�PRIVATE ��349

350

351�CD: INTRO

CD4

CD4�DP/17/1

DP/128/7

DP/128/8�Fr Stephen

Pembs CC

Pembs CC�19.2

19.5

19.5�CWD

��

	DINAS CROSS



�PRIVATE ��352�DC2�DP/88/1�Mr R Harris�20.2����

�PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD��

	FRESHWATER EAST



�PRIVATE ��353

354

355

356

357

358

359

360

361

362

363

364

365

366

367

368

369

370

371

372

373

374

375

376

377

378

379

380

381

382

383

384

385

386

387

388

389

390

391

392

393�FWE: INTRO

FWE: INTRO

FWE: INTRO

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE: CDA

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3�DP/131/7

DP/224/106

DP/224/107

DP/273/1

DP/273/2

DP/273/3

DP/273/4

DP/273/5

DP/273/6

DP/273/7

PC/28/1

PC/28/2

PC/28/3

PC/28/4

PC/28/5

PC/28/6

PC/28/7

DP/127/9

DP/131/11

PC/43/4

DP/170/4

DP/28/1

DP/80/1

DP/132/1

DP/100/1

DP/131/12

PC/43/5

DP/166/4

DP/278/1

DP/195/4

DP/224/109

DP/31/2

DP/41/8

DP/127/10

DP/131/13

PC/43/6

DP/166/5

DP/170/3

DP/182/1

DP/195/5

DP/195/9�FWE Society

CCW

CCW

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Govan Davies Estates

Friends PNP

FWE Society

FWE Society

Cllr J Allen

Mr D J John

Mrs Q Allen

Mrs T M Owen

Mr J Phillips

FWE Society

FWE Society

Lamphey Com C

Mr P F Orchard

Trewent Park HHA

CCW

Pembroke Art Group

Mr D P Tierney

Friends PNP

FWE Society

FWE Society

Lamphey Com C

Cllr J Allen

Ms C Rogers

Trewent Park HHA

Trewent Park HHA�21.5

21.5

21.5

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.9

21.21

21.21

21.21

21.21

21.26

21.26

21.26

21.29

21.29

21.29

21.29

21.29

21.34

21.37

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39

21.39�
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���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��394

395

396

397

398

399

400

401

402

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410

411

412

413

414

415

416�FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE5

FWE8

FWE8

FWE8

FWE8

FWE10

FWE10

FWE10

FWE10

FWE10

FWE11

FWE11

FWE11

FWE12

FWE15

FWE16

FWE: OMM

FWE: INSET�DP/278/2

DP/119/1

DP/119/2

PC/30/1

PC/30/2

DP/170/5

DP/131/18

PC/43/9

DP/195/8

PC/7/1

DP/131/21

DP/166/1

DP/170/2

DP/184/1

DP/195/1

DP/127/1

DP/170/1

DP/224/112

DP/131/23

DP/133/7

PC/43/23

DP/224/110

DP/131/1�P F Orchard

Mr A Ferrier

Mr A Ferrier

Mr A Ferrier

Mr A Ferrier

Cllr J Allen

FWE Society

FWE Society

Trewent Park HHA

Mrs A Barlow

FWE Society

Lamphey Com C

Cllr J Allen

Pembroke TC

Trewent Park HHA

Friends PNP

Cllr J Allen

CCW

FWE Society

Mrs A Barlow

FWE Society

CCW

FWE Society�21.39

21.46

21.46

21.46

21.46

21.49

21.52

21.52

21.52

21.52

21.55

21.55

21.55

21.55

21.55

21.58

21.58

21.58

21.61

21.64

21.67

21.70

21.73���

	HERBRANDSTON



�PRIVATE ��417

418�HB/HNP1

HB/HNP1�DP/209/3

DP/209/4�Herbrandston Com C

Herbrandston Com C�22.2

22.2���

	JAMESTON



�PRIVATE ��419

420�JM: OMM

JM: OMM�DP/1/1

DP/36/4�Mr R T Johns

Manorbier Com C�23.2

23.6���

	LAWRENNY



�PRIVATE ��421

422�LR: VAR

LR: INSET�DP/271/1

DP/224/84�Mr D Lort-Phillips

CCW�24.2

24.11�

CWD���

�PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD��

	LITTLE HAVEN



�PRIVATE ��423

424

425

426

427

428

429

430

431

432

433

434

435�LH: GEN

LH: Tr

LH: HNP1

LH: HNP1

LH: HNP1

LH: HNP1

LH: HNP1

LH3

LH3

LH3

LH3

LH3

LH3�DP/197/7

DP/40/20

DP/250/1

DP/250/5

DP/250/6

DP/250/7

DP/272/1

DP/134/1

DP/235/1

DP/235/2

DP/243/1

PC/17/1

PC/17/2�Mr R Llewellin

Havens Com C

Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin

Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin

Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin

Mr and Mrs J S Llewellin

Mr G L Davies

Crescent Property Services

Toravon Fisheries

Toravon Fisheries

Mr C Baggs

Mr J Thornton

Mr J Thornton�25.1

25.2

25.5

25.5

25.5

25.5

25.8

25.11

25.11

25.11

25.11

25.11

25.11���

	LYDSTEP



�PRIVATE ��436

437

438

439

440

441�LY: GW

LY: GW

LY: HNP

LY: GEN

LY: INSET

LY: INSET�DP/36/2

DP/36/3

DP/36/1

DP/161/8

DP/25/1

DP/175/1�Manorbier Com C

Manorbier Com C

Manorbier Com C

Mrs F J Klein

Mr M G Boot

Col and Mrs R C Hutt�26.2

26.2

26.5

26.8

26.11

26.13���

	LLANGWM



�PRIVATE ��442�LL: GEN�DP/20/1�Mr and Mrs W G Morris�27.2���

	LLANYCHAER



�PRIVATE ��443

444�LC: OMM

LC: HNP�DP/4/2

DP/94/2�Mr P C Jenkins

Gwm Gwaun Com C�28.2

28.5���

	MANORBIER



�PRIVATE ��445

446�MB: DL

MB2/CNP8

�DP/7/2

DP/16/1

�Mr T C Parry

Mr and Mrs Owen;

Mrs Kelsey�29.2

29.5



����PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��447



448

449450

451

452

453�MB2/CNP8



MB1/CNP4

MB1/CNP4

MB2/CNP8

MB3

MB3

MB3�DP/16/2



DP/267/3

DP/267/4

DP/36/5

DP/7/1

DP/45/1

DP/110/1�Mr and Mrs Owen;

Mrs Kelsey

Mrs H Sutton

Mrs H Sutton

Manorbier Com C

Mr T C Parry

Mr and Mrs J N Bean

Rep Body Church in Wales�29.5



29.8

29.8

29.11

29.14

29.14

29.14���

	MARLOES



�PRIVATE ��454

455

456�ML: HNP

ML: VAR

ML: VAR�DP/130/1

DP/135/3

DP/135/4�Mr and Mrs Evans

Marloes Com C

Marloes Com C�30.2

30.5

30.5���

	MILTON



�PRIVATE ��457

458

459�MT/HNP4

MT: INT

MT: INT�DP/252/1

DP/8/1

DP/8/2�Mr R B Rogers

Carew Com C

Carew Com C�31.2

31.5

31.5���

	NEWPORT



�PRIVATE ��460

461

462

463

464



465

466



467



468

469

470

471

472

473

474�NT/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1



NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1



NT1/HNP1



NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1�DP/21/1

DP/54/1

DP/55/1

DP/56/1

DP/59/1



DP/74/1

DP/75/1



DP/75/3



DP/81/1

DP/82/1

DP/102/1

DP/102/2

DP/105/1

DP/106/1

DP/107/1�Neuadd Goffa

Mr P J Beardmore

Mrs A J Beardmore

Ms R M Cox

Friends of Newport & Nevern

Mr W Phillips

Sir Lincoln & Lady Hallinan

Sir Lincoln & Lady Hallinan

Mr D Crosby

Mr J G Holmes

Mr R Buckland

Mr R Buckland

Mr J Hollyfield

Mr and Mrs J G Goss

Mrs K Evans�32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3



32.3

32.3



32.3



32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3����PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��475

476

477

478

479

480

481

482

483

484

485

486

487

488

489

490

491

492

493

494

495

496

497

498

499

500

501

502

503

504

505

506

507

508

509

510

511

512

513

514

515

516

517

518�NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1�DP/120/1

DP/120/2

DP/121/1

DP/126/1

DP/126/2

DP/142/1

DP/143/1

DP/145/1

DP/145/4

DP/145/7

DP/145/11

DP/145/18

DP/145/37

DP/145/45

DP/145/46

DP/145/47

DP/145/50

DP/146/1

DP/146/5

DP/148/1

DP/149/1

DP/152/1

DP/153/1

DP/155/1

DP/157/1

DP/158/1

DP/159/1

DP/162/1

DP/163/2

DP/172/1

DP/173/1

DP/174/1

DP/178/1

DP/180/1

DP/183/1

DP/187/1

DP/189/1

DP/191/1

DP/192/1

DP/193/1

DP/194/1

DP/196/1

DP/196/2

DP/198/1�Dr and Mrs Burrell

Dr and Mrs Burrell

Ms A Richardson

Mr and Mrs B Cass

Mr and Mrs B Cass

Mr P Harwood

Mrs M Bennett

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

CRI

CRI

Mrs M Senior

Mrs M Matthews

Mr and Mrs J Harries

Mrs Hatton

Mrs M B Howell

Mr G M Evans

Mrs V Charlesworth

Mrs J Thomas

Mrs P Warner

Ms Y E Hartley

Mr G H Jones

Mr and Mrs D L Pritchard

Mrs E B Davies

Mrs K Evans

Mr R Edmonds

Misses M & M Hilleard

Mr & Mrs F A Towl

Mr M Ward

Mrs E Jones

Mrs M Davies

Mr A J Davies

Mr N Evans

Mrs H Clarke

Mrs H Clarke

Mrs M Hann�32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3�





















































































���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��519

520

521

522

523

524

525

526

527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

535

536

537

538

539

540

541

542

543

544

545

546

547

548

549

550

551

552

553

554

555

556

557

558

559

560

561

562�NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1/HNP1

NT1

NT1

NT1

NT1

NT/HNP3

NT/HNP3

NT/HNP5

NT/HNP5

NT/HNP5

NT/HNP7�DP/200/1

DP/201/1

DP/202/1

DP/203/1

DP/204/1

DP/205/1

DP/206/1

DP/207/1

DP/208/1

DP/210/1

DP/212/1

DP/213/1

DP/214/1

DP/217/1

DP/218/1

DP/219/1

DP/223/1

DP/225/1

DP/225/23

DP/232/1

DP/232/13

DP/239/1

DP/240/1

DP/241/1

DP/242/1

DP/244/1

DP/245/1

DP/246/1

DP/247/1

DP/248/1

DP/253/1

DP/263/1

DP/264/1

DP/273/1

DP/123/1

DP/123/2

DP/190/3

DP/190/4

DP/145/48

DP/145/49

DP/145/52

DP/145/53

DP/190/5

DP/145/51�Mr Bailey

Mr G P Davies

Mrs D Beynon

Mr M A V Morgan

Ms A Tennant

Ms G Lloyd

Mr D W Beynon

Mr A W Burgess

Mrs D I Coy

Mr G Elmes

Miss A V Davies

Mr Howells

Mrs R Hayes

Mr C Griffiths

Dr G Lindsay

Newport Com C

Mrs J Harwood

NES (T)

NES (T)

NES (L and A)

NES (L and A)

Mr W R Thomas

Mr A Williams

Mr and Mrs C M Davies

Mr and Mrs E Evans

Mr and Mrs N Dowsett

Mr and Mrs J Harries

Mr A B Davies

Mr F D Richards

Mr A D Lewis

Mr and Mrs M Lewis

Ms C Maddox

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs G Evans

Mrs J M Bowman

Mrs J M Bowman

Mr J Adams

Mr J Adams

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

Mr J Adams

NES (P)�32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.3

32.16

32.16

32.19

32.19

32.22

32.22

32.25

32.25

32.25

32.28�

���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��563

564

565

566

567

568

569

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

577

578

579

580

581

582

583

584

585

586

587

588

589

590

591

592

593

594

595

596

597

598

599

600

601

602

603

604�NT1/NT3

NT1/NT3

NT: RDL

NT: RDL

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT2/CNP3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT3

NT4

NT4

NT4

NT/ENP1

NT/ENP1

NT6

NT7

NT9

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: OMM

NT: INSET�DP/101/1

DP/101/2

DP/225/21

DP/225/22

DP/142/2

DP/142/3

DP/142/11

DP/142/12

DP/223/2

DP/223/3

DP/223/4

DP/223/5

PC/41/3

DP/143/2

DP/145/6

DP/145/6

DP/145/36

DP/145/38

DP/264/5

DP/264/9

DP/264/10

PC/25/1

PC/37//1

PC/41/2

DP/145/39

DP/145/40

DP/145/41

DP/82/2

DP/264/4

DP/264/3

DP/264/2

DP/171/6

DP/145/3

DP/145/5

DP/145/43

DP/145/44

DP/156/1

DP/206/2

DP/264/7

DP/264/8

DP/264/11

DP/262/1�Mr K Griffiths

Mr K Griffiths

NES (T)

NES (T)

Mr P Harwood

Mr P Harwood

Mr P Harwood

Mr P Harwood

Mrs J Harwood

Mrs J Harwood

Mrs J Harwood

Mrs J Harwood

Mr J Raikes

Mrs M Bennett

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Mr C J Field

Mr J Raikes

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

Mr J G Holmes

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

West Wales Energy Group

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

NES (P)

Newport Sports Assoc

Mr D W Beynon

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Mrs S Bayes

Ms J Graham�32.31

32.31

32.34

32.34

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.38

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.41

32.48

32.48

32.48

32.51

32.51

32.55

32.58

32.61

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.63

32.69�
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	PONTFAEN



�PRIVATE ��605

606

607

608

609

610

611

612

613

614

615�PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3

PF/HNP3�DP/92/2

DP/94/3

DP/211/1

DP/9/1

DP/92/1

DP/93/1

DP/94/1

DP/95/1

DP/96/1

DP/97/1

DP/216/1�Mr and Mrs B Morgan

Cwm Gwaun Com C

Messrs Jones

Mr and Mrs A Cole

Mr and Mrs B Morgan

Mrs E Bairstow

Cwm Gwaun Com C

Mr M Morris

Mr A Reed

Mr and Mrs O Harris

Ms B Davies�33.2

33.2

33.2

33.5

33.5

33.5

33.5

33.5

33.5

33.5

33.5���

	ROSEBUSH



�PRIVATE ��616

617�RB: GEN

RB: GEN�PC/8/1

PC/13/1�Mr G Williams

Maenclochog Com C�34.2

34.2���

	ST DAVIDS



�PRIVATE ��618

619

620

621

622

623

624

625

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

633

634

635

636

637638�SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD: VAR�DP/60/1

DP/61/1

DP/62/1

DP/63/1

DP/64/1

DP/65/1

DP/66/1

DP/67/1

DP/68/1

DP/69/1

DP/70/1

DP/71/1

DP/72/1

DP/73/1

DP/122/1

DP/169/1

DP/199/1

DP/199/2

DP/255/1

DP/258/1

DP/60/2�Mr F John

Mr J J Isaac

Mrs E A John

Mr and Mrs Roach

Mr and Mrs L Pearson

Mr W B Thomas

Mr P W Sage

Mr M John

Mrs H C James

Mr W J Baines

Mr L I Narbett

Mrs M C Bonner

Mr and Mrs D Thomas

Mr C Howells

Mr C G Powell

St Davids Res Assoc

Mr and Mrs E Church

Mr and Mrs E Church

Mr A Middleton

Mrs E Cousens

Mr F John�35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.3

35.10����PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD���PRIVATE ��639

640

641

642

643

644

645

646

647

648

649

650

651

652

653

654

655

656

657

658

659

660

661

662

663

664

665

666

667

668

669

670

671

672

673

674

675

676

677

678

679

680

681

682�SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD: VAR

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD1/HNP1

SD2

SD3

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD6

SD7

SD7

SD8

SD8

SD8

SD8

SD: OMM

SD: OMM�DP/62/2

DP/63/2

DP/64/2

DP/65/2

DP/66/2

DP/68/2

DP/70/2

DP/71/2

DP/72/2

DP/73/2

DP/122/2

DP/169/4

DP/199/3

DP/199/4

DP/258/2

DP/258/3

DP/260/2

DP/269/6

DP/108/1

DP/269/1

DP/269/2

DP/269/3

DP/269/4

DP/269/5

DP/270/1

DP/272/2

DP/169/2

DP/169/3

DP/38/1

DP/38/2

DP/38/3

DP/154/1

DP/199/5

DP/260/1

DP/260/3

DP/269/9

DP/67/2

DP/122/3

DP/169/7

DP/259/1

DP/261/1

DP/261/2

DP/44/1

DP/265/7�Mr E A John

Mr and Mrs Roach

Mr and Mrs L Pearson

Mr W B Thomas

Mr P W Sage

Mr H C James

Mr L I Narbett

Mrs M C Bonner

Mr and Mrs D Thomas

Mr C Howells

Mr C G Powell

St Davis Res Assoc

Mr and Mrs E Church

Mr and Mrs E Church

Mr E Cousens

Mr E Cousens

Mr P Marks

St Davids City Council

Mr and Mrs E Griffiths

St Davids City Council

St Davids City Council

St Davids City Council

St Davids City Council

St Davids City Council

Mr C Snushall

Mr G L Davies

St Davids Res Assoc

St Davids Res Assoc

Dr T Broom

Dr T Broom

Dr T Broom

Miss J A Broughton

Mr and Mrs E Church

Mr P Marks

Mr P Marks

St Davids City Council

Mrs M John

Mr C G Powell

St Davids Res Assoc

Mr M Gray

Ysgol Dewi Sant

Ysgol Dewi Sant

Mr P Clarke

St Davids City Council�35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.10

35.13

35.20

35.20

35.20

35.20

35.20

35.20

35.20

35.30

35.33

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.36

35.39

35.39

35.42

35.42

35.42

35.42

35.45

35.48����PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD��

	ST ISHMAEL



�PRIVATE ��683

684�S11/S13

S11/S13�DP/136/3

DP/136/4�St Ishmaels Com C

St Ishmaels Com C�36.2

36.2���

	SOLVA



�PRIVATE ��685

686

687

688

689

690

691

692

693

694

695

696

697

698

699

700

701

702

703

704

705�SA: DL

SA: DL

SA: DL

SA/HNP3

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA1/HNP1

SA2

SA2

SA2

SA3

SA3

SA5/6

SA5/6

SA: INSET

SA: INSET�DP/13/2

DP/34/1

DP/103/1

DP/27/2

DP/13/1

DP/14/3

DP/58/1

DP/87/3

DP/87/4

DP/87/5

DP/116/1

DP/215/2

DP/99/1

DP/109/1

DP/215/1

DP/104/1

DP/104/2

DP/38/8

DP/38/9

DP/11/1

DP/14/1�Mrs M B Phillips

Mr I A Bowie

Humbergrange No

Mr A J Dixon

Mrs M B Phillips

Mr I Tite

Mrs P Dafforn

Mr I Calder

Mr I Calder

Mr I Calder

Mr D V Noott

Pembs CC

Mr C Davies

Mr R Griffiths

Pembs CC

Unicorn Fairs

Unicorn Fairs

Dr T Broom

Dr T Broom

Mr D R Vaughan

Mr I Tite�37.2

37.2

37.2

37.10

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.13

37.20

37.20

37.20

37.23

37.23

37.28

37.28

37.31

37.33���

	TENBY



�PRIVATE ��706

707

708

709

710

711

712

713

714

715�TB: GEN

TB/TB5

TB/TB5

TB3

TB4

TB10

TB10

TB12

TB12

TB12�DP/234/2

DP/23/4

DP/275/1

DP/233/18

DP/176/1

DP/128/3

DP/128/4

DP/128/5

DP/128/6

DP/275/2�Mr J D Macdonald

Tenby Chamber of Trade

Frys Enterprises

Welsh Office

London & Gen Prop Ltd

Pembs CC

Pembs CC

Pembs CC

Pembs CC

Pembs CC�38.3

38.6

38.6

38.10

38.13

38.16

38.16

38.20

38.20

38.20�





CWD���PRIVATE ���POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR�PARA�CWD��

	SETTLEMENT STATEMENTS GENERAL



�PRIVATE ��716

717

718

719

720�Pt 2

Pt 2

OMM

SAC

OMM�DP/135/1

DP/136/2

DP/224/104

DP/225/105

DP/266/1�Marloes Com C

St Ishmaels Com C

CCW

CCW

Mathry Com C�39.1

39.1

39.4

39.7

39.10���

	PROPOSALS MAP



�PRIVATE ��721

722

723

724

725

726

727

728

729

730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737�OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM

OMM�DP/90/35

DP/113/7

DP/168/8

DP/224/71

DP/224/72

DP/224/73

DP/224/75

DP/224/76

DP/224/77

DP/224/78

DP/224/79

DP/224/80

DP/224/82

PC/26/35

PC/26/36

PC/26/46

DP/224/83�Dyfed Wildlife Trust

Milford Haven PA

CC Pencaer

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW

CCW�40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.1

40.3�

CWD



CWD

CWD

CWD



CWD

CWD

CWD

CWD

CWD

��

�APPENDIX 2 : LIST OF WITHDRAWN OBJECTIONS

�	WITHDRAWN OBJECTIONS



�PRIVATE ���CHAPTER�POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR���PRIVATE ��1�COMM FACILITIES�CNP1�DP/128/1�South Pembs DC��2

3�HOUSING

HOUSING�HNP6

HNP8�DP/232/6

DP/224/86�NES (L and A)

CCW��4

5�TRANSPORT

TRANSPORT�TNP8

TNP12�DP/128/2

DP/275/3�South Pembs DC

Frys Enterprises��6�NATURE CONS�NNP3�DP/90/29�Dyfed Wildlife Trust��7

8

9

10

11�MAJOR DEVS

MAJOR DEVS

MAJOR DEVS

MAJOR DEVS

MAJOR DEVS�MNP2

MNP2

MNP2

MNP7

MNP8�DP/137/2

DP/232/7

DP/232/8

DP/171/10

DP/137/5�ETSU/DT1

NES (L and A)

NES (L and A)

West Wales Energy Grp

ETSU/DTI��12

13�NEWPORT

NEWPORT�NT/HNP7

NT1�DP/86/1

DP/188/1�Mr Warren

Mr Heys��14�ST DAVIDS�SD�DP/69/2�Mr W J Baines��15�SOLVA�SA�DP/6/1�Mr P Raggett��16�MILTON�MT: INT�DP/8/3�Carew CC��17

18�TENBY

TENBY�TB4

TB6�DP/222/1

DP/118/1�SWALEC

Tenby Surf Club��19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37�FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST�FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE: INT

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE1

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2�DP/5/5

DP/42/1

DP/42/7

DP/114/1

DP/114/7

DP/125/1

DP/125/7

DP/42/11

DP/48/1

DP/57/1

DP/84/1

DP/114/11

DP/125/11

DP/238/1

DP/39/1

DP/42/12

DP/57/2

DP/83/3

DP/84/2�Mr A Mole

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr E Drew-Smith

Ms Prescott

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr D E White

Mr J A White

Mr M De Graff

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Miss J Bird

Mr and Mrs Tierney

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr J A White

Mrs J Usoro

Mr M De Graff���PRIVATE ���CHAPTER�POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR���PRIVATE ��38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81�FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST�FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE2

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE3

FWE5

FWE5

FWE6

FWE6

FWE6

FWE6

FWE6

FWE7a

FWE7b

FWE8

FWE8

FWE8

FWE8�DP/89/2

DP/114/12

DP/125/12

DP/229/6

DP/230/2

DP/254/3

DP/5/2

DP/5/4

DP/10/1

DP/10/2

DP/10/3

DP/33/3

DP/39/2

DP/42/13

DP/43/4

DP/52/1

DP/57/3

DP/83/2

DP/84/3

DP/89/3

DP/114/13

DP/115/1

DP/125/13

DP/177/6

DP/186/2

DP/299/5

DP/230/3

DP/238/3

DP/249/2

DP/254/2

DP/57/5

DP/140/4

DP/249/1

DP/18/3

DP/84/4

DP/114/15

DP/125/15

DP/186/1

DP/57/7

DP/249/3

DP/42/18

DP/43/3

DP/114/18

DP/125/18�Mr S C Hambly

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mrs V Bradney

Mr J M Bradney

Mr M Flemming

Mr A Mole

Mr A Mole

Mrs V M Bailey

Mrs V M Bailey

Mrs V M Bailey

Mr and Mrs Grieve

Mr and Mrs Tierney

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr H M Palin

Ms J Peel

Mr J A White

Mrs J Usoro

Mr M De Graff

Mr S C Hambley

Ms Prescott

Mr H Coleman

Mr A J Embrey

Mr J D Bolton

Mrs J M Orchard

Mrs V Bradney

Mr J M Bradney

Miss J Bird

Mrs K M Cole

Mr M Flemming

Mr J A White

Mr and Mrs Aldridge

Mrs K M Cole

NFU

Mr M De Graff

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mrs J M Orchard

Mr J A White

Mrs K M Cole

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr H M Palin

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey���PRIVATE ���CHAPTER�POLICY NO�OBJ NO�OBJECTOR���PRIVATE ��82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106�FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST

FRESHWATER EAST�FWE8

FWE10

FWE10

FWE10

FWE10a

FWE10a

FWE10a

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE10b

FWE11

FWE12

FWE12

FWE12

FWE13

FWE13

FWE13

FWE13

FWE13�DP/140/7

DP/5/1

DP/39/3

DP/51/1

DP/140/9

DP/177/3

DP/229/2

DP/42/21

DP/43/1

DP/83/1

DP/114/21

DP/125/21

DP/177/1

DP/229/1

DP/230/1

DP/254/1

DP/43/2

DP/42/43

DP/114/23

DP/125/23

DP/39/4

DP/84/5

DP/229/13

DP/229/4

DP/230/4�Mr and Mrs Aldridge

Mr A Mole

Mr and Mrs Tierney

Mr and Mrs Partington

Mr and Mrs Aldridge

Mr J D Bolton

Mrs V Bradney

Mr E Drew-Smith

Mr H M Palin

Mrs J Usoro

Mrs Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mr J D Bolton

Mrs V Bradney

Mr J M Bradney

Mr M Flemming

Mr H M Palin

Mr E Drew-Smith

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mr and Mrs Tierney

Mr M De Graff

Mrs V Bradney

Mrs V Bradney

Mr J M Bradney��107�CALDEY�CD/RNP1�DP/19/1�Mr M Williams��108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119��COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT

COMMENT�DP/114/2

DP/114/3

DP/114/4

DP/114/5

DP/114/6

DP/114/8

DP/125/2

DP/125/3

DP/125/4

DP/125/5

DP/125/6

DP/125/8�Mrs Prescott

Ms Prescott

Ms Prescott

Ms Prescott

Ms Prescott

Ms Prescott

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey

Mr A J Embrey���APPENDIX 3 : INQUIRY PROGRAMME

�APPENDIX 4 : LIST OF APPEARANCES AT INQUIRY, AND DOCUMENTS LISTS
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