NPA LDP DEPOSIT TENP April 22.

Dear Development Plans Officer,

Representations by TENP on the Deposit Copy of the NPA's LDP.

"The Environmental Network for Pembrokeshire (TENP) is a non-statutory, not for profit democratic body composed of member organisations (circa 35) from the voluntary sector with the aim of participating in and contributing to the formulation and implementation of policy impacting on the environment". [Introduction to the Business Plan February 2008].

"Its vision is to make Pembrokeshire a leading example of a sustainably managed County".  [Extract from the Business Plan].

"The next decades of the 21st Century will be critical for all societies as we seek to meet the challenges of climate change and insufficient resources to meet the growing demand for goods, services and energy."  [Extract from the Foreword to the Business Plan written by Peter Davies, Vice-Chair (Wales) UK Sustainable Development Commission].

TENP wish to congratulate the NPA on a generally clear and attractively presented Deposit Plan which reflects the importance of 

· the landscape within and abutting the Park (including the coastline) and 

· concerns relating to environmental and community sustainability.

The attached are submitted as objections although the majority propose clarifications to the wording of policies.  Underlying all representations is the vision of making Pembrokeshire a leading example of a sustainably managed County.

Yours faithfully,

Martin Bell, Trustee. 

Objection - Format - particularly current policies 7, 45 and 51.  

That the LDP Policies for the PCNP are not presented in an order which reflects the special responsibilities of a National Park Authority.

Reasoning. 

Para 1.8 of the Introduction on pages 6 and 7 notes that "The National Park Management Plan (NPMP) is of national importance.. and that …NPMP objectives and policies therefore prevail over regional and local policy ….Indeed the imperatives of the National Park purposes should be reflected in these other Plans, including the LDP."  

It would seem appropriate therefore that a consistent approach should be followed and place the purposes of the PCNP above other aspects of the National Park's policies including the implications of the Spatial Plan which currently form Policies 1 to 6 - the unique responsibilities of NPs do not appear until Policy 7 and then again as Policies 45 and 51.

Proposal.   That the cornerstones of the LDP for the PCNP should be Policies 7, 45 and 51 and that they should be Policies 1, 2 and 3 which would then give a focus to the whole Plan and the reasoning why the National Park should have different policies and proposals from those of the adjoining all-purpose authorities of Pembrokeshire and Carmarthenshire.  

Code C1 "Order of the Policies does not give appropriate prominence to the purposes of the National Park"

Objection - Policies1, 2, 3 and 4.  

There are inconsistencies in the policies as follows

a) housing relates to the local area  which implies a geographical extent beyond Tenby, Newport, Saundersfoot and St Davids ( a description which is supported by CPRW) whereas

b) employment relates only to the town whereas it could be expected that the catchment area is likely to be wider than housing.  Use of the phrase local area is suggested for consistency.

c) facilities and shopping relates to the town and retail hinterland (which effectively equates to the local area).

Proposal.  Apply the term 'local' or rural hinterland in elements a), b) and c) in policies 1,2,3 and 4 for consistency and to reflect the role of Centres within their more rural catchment areas.

"Inconsistency in the extent of Policies"

Objection.

Policy 2. That the caveat in Newport f) "… where these do not compromise the town's special qualities" should also apply to Tenby (f), Saundersfoot (e) and St Davids(f) all of which contain Conservation Areas.  

C1. "Inconsistent wording"

Clarification 

Policy 2. Newport c) work /live units - currently reads …(to be identified in the Deposit LDP) should read (as identified in Policy 30 Table3)  

C1.  "Needs clarification to be an effective Policy". 

Objection. 

Policy 5. To the inclusion of Llanychaer and Pontfaen as Rural Centres in the Park which "are identified for limited growth" (para 4.17 page 22) because, with the emphasis on sustainability, it is inappropriate to identify these minor groupings (including that part of Llanychaer outside the Park) as having the potential for growth as implied in the criteria accompanying the policy.    In addition -

· the accompanying inset Plans indicate no allocated land in either case

· "known areas at risk from flooding include parts of "Llanychaer and Pontfaen. (Para 4.37).

· there are no regular bus routes so virtually all journeys will be undertaken by private cars.  Indeed in para 4.51 Centres which raise concerns regarding transport accessibility include Pontfaen. 

· the Post Officer in Llanychaer has recently closed - further reducing the sustainability of the locality. 

Llanychaer and Pontfaen should be regarded as 'outside identified centres' - and the subject of Policy 6. 

C1. Llanychaer and Pontfaen are too small to be regarded as Rural Centres.  Not a sustainable approach"

Objection. 

Policy 6.  element d) Remove the word "delivery" in line 2 as superfluous.

Transfer the sentence 'Accessibility to …consideration' to the end of d) as all other aspects of the paragraph refer to aspects of conversion.

"Clearer presentation of Policy"

Objection.

Policy 18 is not clearly written and should be redrafted as 

Development will not be permitted where it has an unacceptable impact on amenity' particularly where:  

a) the development is for a use inappropriate where ……….

b) the development is of a scale etc …

(The negative form of policy phrasing is used elsewhere, eg Policy 23 final rider).

"Policy not clearly written".

Objection. 

Policy 21 That for the avoidance of doubt, the Policy should read "Small scale, including micro-generation, energy schemes ….." and  

para 4.108 the rider f) re wind energy to read …"Finally there may be extremely limited …."  The current word "are" indicates that the developer only has to find the limited opportunity for the proposal to be successful. 

"1 Clarification of scope of Policy"

2.  Conditional element to reflect quality of landscape"

Objection.

Policy 35.  .

There is no definition of what constitutes "low impact development" in the Glossary (page 92) nor is the term described in the Policy.  In fact condition e) assumes that LID automatically takes place in a countryside location.  However, zero carbon / low energy homes, and with the additional possibility of some food grown within the site, could be regarded as LID and as such could take place as part of centres with services (sustainable communities).    Such LIDs should be supported as part of upgrading of existing properties or to be permitted within Policies presently numbered 1-6.

Policy 35, if proceeded with, should therefore be re-worded to read 

Title.

Low Impact Development in the Countryside Making a Positive Contribution.

"LID in the countryside that makes a positive contribution will be permitted where:

a) as written….

b) as written...…

c) redraft to allow the incorporation of existing (but not necessarily occupied) buildings as part of the LID development.  In fact, and preferably, it may be the need to overflow the capacity of an existing building by a family / grouping of families that could be the impetus for the LID element. 

d) as written ….

e) the proposal is tied directly to the land etc…………

f) redraft or expand the reasoning in 4.174 to cover the existing and the future needs of the LID community which should encompass the birth of children and the ageing of its residents rather than the requirements as at the time of application - which would reflect better the longer term sustainability of a community. 

g)as written ….

h) as written……

Para 4.174.  

· Needs to reinforce the definition of LID as it proposed to be interpreted in the countryside.

· To limit the opportunities for such LIDs as there are already numerous isolated and unsustainable developments in the countryside at a time when many services in rural areas are being reduced, for example junior schools, local shops / post offices, petrol filling stations etc and this trend is likely to continue with increasing pressure on finite resources including fossil fuels as well as public and private sector funding.   

 

In this context the currently worded Policy 35, whilst apparently allowing sustainable development to take place in particular circumstances, fails to reflect the broader aspects of such potential households requiring to use or receive external services (shops, health care, schools etc), and having to make numerous journeys - few of which will be able to make use of public transport. 
 

TENP would propose that developments falling within the ambit of a revised Policy 35 should be limited to those which would be allowed under Policy 6 of the LDP or where the proposed LID development (defined) could incorporate use of an existing and appropriate property. 

Objection 

Policy 36.  Redraft for clarity as 

a) New and extended facilities will be … and other services. and omit "where this is required…as this phrase duplicates 'the community's needs'.  

That, for clarification, the definition of community facilities (Glossary of Terms, page 92) should include allotments especially as the need for allotments is likely to rise with a move to sustainability and the associated growth of locally produced food".  Including 'allotments' would strengthen the Park's determination to be an Authority that takes sustainability seriously. 

"1. Clearer description of the Policy

2. include "allotments" as an example of community facilities."

Objection.

Policy 37 commentary page 74.  The phrase "Specific areas within Tenby …….. …….dominate" should read for clarity "Specific areas within Tenby are identified in criterion c) of Policy 38 (primary frontages)".

C1. "The Policy is not clear"
Objection. 

Policy 43.  Propose rephrase the last line to end at …chosen" as the conditions have already been expressed and as there cannot be an absolute of 'no damage' where cables or pipelines are involved.  

The last qualifications of Policy 44 "Where developments would be ……..special qualities of the National Park" should also be incorporated within Policy 43.

C1.  "Clarification of the Policy - make more appropriate to the special qualities of the Park"

Objection.

Policy 45.a) for consistency use 'enhanced' rather than 'improved' as is the case in c) and d).

C1 "Use enhance throughout"

Objection 

Policy 47. after "Development ……. investigated."' add "and shown to be a practical solution." - to ensure that a real test has been followed through and not just the theory of "investigated".  

C1 "To strengthen the Policy"
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