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Special Report re Site 771

It has been our clear understanding of the policy position of the PCNPA that sites, proposed for housing development allocation in the LDP at the Preferred Strategy Stage, would not be considered appropriate, and in effect automatically rejected, where those sites had been either (a) recently rejected by the Authority itself on consideration of a planning application for housing development, or (b) where the site had been the subject of an objection before and considered by the National Assembly for Wales (NAW) Planning Inspector’s Inquiry into the JUDP as recently as Jan to Dec 2004, and had been similarly rejected by him.
With respect to this site the “Potential Site Analysis” 
 states as follows :

“Ownership 


Mr Byron Lloyd Lewis

General overview 


This is a rectangular area of land which has been separated from the fields to the north since the beginning of the 20th century. It is a flat site, currently used for grazing and storage at the end of a row of houses facing the Parrog Road.

Greenfield or Brownfield/PDL Greenfield 

Estimated number of dwellings
3
Adjoining uses and access
:


The site is enclosed from the land to the north by a bank/low stone wall and fencing. To the east the site is separated from the adjoining field by a more established hedgerow and trees. The land to the south is occupied by a block of dwellings, facing westwards onto Parrog Road. The western boundary has a gated access to the highway with stone walls constructed either side. Access is via a field gate directly onto Parrog Road.”

Thus far all well and good. 

However, it goes onto state in relation to the all important “planning history” and “planning application history”, as follows :

“Development planning history

Subject to an objection during the Local Plan process ----- 

Subject to objection 887D1 during UDP process
Planning application history (planning applications within, overlapping or adjacent to the

potential site)

Application  code
Application type 
Proposal 
Decision 

Decision date

02/484 


FULL 

Extension 
WD 


20 Nov 2002

02/600 


FULL 

Extension 
APP 


27-Feb-2003. “

Accordingly, there is no hint given here that anything in this history goes against to the above mention policy. On the contrary, in so far as the site has a recent planning history some building presumably already on, overlapping or adjacent to the site has received approval for a building extension.
In fact a search of the PCNPA web site reveals that approval for application 02/600 (Extension) refers to an approval for a small rear extension to the ‘council house’ property at No.37 Maes Curig, whose rear garden backs onto this site. The implication being that there is no other relevant planning history with respect to the actual site enclosure itself.
However, a follow up investigation of the reference made above to Objection 887D1
, made as “part of the UDP process”
, reveals that it was dealt with by the Planning Inspector who conducted that enquiry, only as grouped together with several other objections all covering proposals for housing allocations in various sites on the periphery of Newport’s established “Residential Development Limit” (“RDL”), at page 423, as follows :
“ 9.66.8 

Three further sites have been proposed by other Objectors for inclusion in the RDL (137/D1, 409/D1, 887/D1, 891/D1 ). These range in size from a single plot to relatively large areas of farmland. Although in every case the site is bordered in part by housing, each has the characteristic of openness and relates well to neighbouring open land lying beyond the recognisable built-up limits of Newport. In these circumstances I am convinced that the development of these sites for housing would extend the built-up area into the sensitive countryside surroundings of this settlement and cause noticeable harm to their character and appearance. I can find nothing in the Objectors’ arguments about site-specific points or the general need for further housing which is sufficient to outweigh those environmental considerations. In reaching those conclusions I have also taken into account Mr Stevens’ general argument, unrelated to any particular site, that more land should be allocated for housing at Newport.”
(emphasis added)
In and of itself, grouped in as it is with at least three other sites, perhaps not so very persuasive evidence one way or the other. However, an examination of the Planning Inspector’s Report into the first Pembs Coast National Park Local Development Plan Inquiry, conducted in 1998, reveals that his inquiry into site specific Objections related to Newport (Para 32.1 et seq.) included again another Objection with respect to this same specific site (@ para. 32.18) which was identified as Objections DP/190/3 & 4, again in the name of Mr Adams. Although this objection is not referred to in the Potential Site Analysis as above, on this occasion the Inspector concerned separately examined this site alone, and its merits for housing, as follows :
“ 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.”
(emphasis added)

And yet none of this relevant “planning history”, clearly in contravention of the both of the aspects of the above stated policy, even makes in into a reference in the above cited Potential Site Analysis. The site has not only been recently rejected by a Planning Inspector at the first LDP Inquiry stage, but was clearly previously rejected by the Authority itself, by way of refusals on a planning application, on at least two prior occasions in 1979 and 1980. How come none of this is worthy of mention, let alone consideration in the Site Analysis ?

Instead the PCNPA now states in this Analysis as follows :

“Reasons site is suitable for development

The land is visually separate from the adjoining coastal slopes to the north by virtue of it being enclosed and due to its use for grazing and storage. There is potential to enhance the coastal character of the town with appropriately sited and designed development of up to 3 dwellings with additional landscaping to help to assimilate the development into its surroundings.”

Which is to say in effect precisely the reverse conclusion reached by the Planning Inspector in 1998 as regards the then proposed 2 dwellings, and their own previous presumed conclusions as a planning authority in 1979 and 1980.
It is very important to emphasize that NAEG takes no position, and offers no advice, as to which of the opposing viewpoints, expressed in this on-going debate, is correct. That is for others to determine on the merits. What we do say, however, is that the public is entitled to expect and indeed demand that their local planning authority acts with a consistent, even handed and coherent approach with respect to the uniform application of their position. Whilst several other sites have been rejected by this Authority for allocation where they have previously be rejected on an application once, let alone twice, or reject by an Inspector at a previous inquiry once let alone twice, this case is an example of a site which has suddenly found favour on this occasion, despite its repeated previous history of rejection, and at the very least this demands a thorough going explanation as to the objective and impartial grounds for this reversal of fortunes.
RL Manson

For NAEG

6 April 2009

� Now to be found in Appendix 9(a) Approved Sites to the Deposit Plan


� Made  by the then owner Mr J. Adams


� The Pembrokeshire Joint Unitary Development Plan, now comprising the adopted and approved development plan for the Park.





