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Dear Ms Dunne 
 
Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority Local Development Plan (to 2021) 
– Deposit Plan Consultation 
 
Thank you for your letter of 23rd February enclosing copies of the deposit LDP and supporting 
documentation. 
 
You have clearly sought to deliver in relation to the objectives of the new LDP system outlined in 
section 2.3 of the LDP Manual. You are to be commended on preparing a deposit LDP that is very 
clear in its expression of the key issues it seeks to address, and of the vision of what the National 
Park Authority is seeking to achieve and how the area will have changed by the end of the plan 
period.  The plan also effectively demonstrates how the Wales Spatial Plan (Pembrokeshire Haven 
Settlement Framework Strategy) is integrated into the strategy. 
 
We appreciate the extensive technical work undertaken with regard to the evidence base for the 
deposit LDP.  Of particular note is the progress made on assessing the viability of affordable 
housing delivery. Demonstrating delivery is a key part of the LDP and the progress made on this 
should assist the robustness of the plan. 
 
Given the geographical and functional relationships between the Park and Pembrokeshire, it is 
important to continue to build on the statement of strategic principles intended to guide preparation 
of the two LDPs which was agreed by both local planning authorities in August 2008. It is critical that 
the strategies of these two emerging LDPs are complementary, are based on an understanding of 
inter-relationships, that there is agreement on key evidence base (which should be in accordance 
with national policy) and that policy anomalies are avoided. These matters have been raised with 
both local planning authorities and I would refer in particular to my earlier letter of 29th September 
2008. 
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The matter of whether a plan is considered ‘sound’ will be for the appointed Planning Inspector to 
determine. We have considered the deposit LDP in accordance with the consistency and coherence 
& effectiveness tests, and principally in accordance with whether satisfactory regard has been given 
to national planning policy (test C2). Our representations are separated into 4 categories which are 
supported with more detail in the attached annex. 
 

A. Objection under soundness tests C2, CE2: Fundamental issues that we consider 
present a significant degree of risk and that may have implications for the plan’s 
strategy: 

- no issues 
 

B. Objections under soundness tests C2, CE1, CE2:  Matters where it appears that the 
deposit plan has not satisfactorily translated national policy down to the local level 
and there may be tensions within the plan, namely: 

i. Relationships to Neighbouring Areas  
ii. Housing / Affordable Housing 
iii. Restrictions on Development 
iv. Gypsy Traveller Sites 
v. Minerals 
vi. Locational Policy Omissions 
vii. Policy Extending Beyond Area of Plan 

 
C. In relation to soundness tests CE2, CE3, CE4: Matters where we consider there to be a 

lack of certainty or clarity which, whilst not considered to be fundamental to the 
soundness of the LDP, we consider we can usefully draw to your attention to enable 
you to consider how they might be better demonstrated, that: 

i.  Policy 6 Countryside (Tier 5) 
ii.  Policy 47 Local Sites of Nature Conservation or Geological Interest 

 
D. Matters relating to clarity of the plan generally which we consider may be of 

assistance to your authority and to the Inspector in considering suitable changes. 
 
 
We have raised these issues with you on previous occasions. It is for your authority to ensure that 
the LDP is sound when submitted for examination and it will be for the Inspector to determine how 
the examination proceeds once submitted. 
 
We advise you to consider how you could maximise the potential of your LDP being considered 
‘sound’ through the examination process. If you would like to meet at an early date to discuss any 
matters arising from our formal response to your deposit LDP, please contact me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Mark Newey 
Joint Head of Plans, Management and Performance 
Welsh Assembly Government 
 
 
annex 
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Annex to WAG letter (21st April 2009) in response to Pembrokeshire Coast National 
Park Deposit LDP 
 
 
A. Objection under soundness tests C2, CE2: Fundamental issues that we consider 
present a significant degree of risk and that may have implications for the plan’s 
strategy: – no issues.  
 
 
 
B. Objections under soundness tests C2, CE1, CE2: Matters where it appears that the 
deposit plan has not satisfactorily translated national policy down to the local level 
and there may be tensions within the plan, namely: 

 
i. Relationships to Neighbouring Areas   

 
The deposit LDP explicitly recognises the interdependence between the spatial strategies of the 
Park and those of its neighbours, in particular Pembrokeshire County Council (e.g references at 
page 9 final bullet and para 3.1 3rd bullet). A Statement of Principles for Local Development Plan 
preparation was prepared jointly with Pembrokeshire County Council in August 2008 (para 1.15 
refers) and this foundation should continue to be built upon. Given the geographical and functional 
relationships, it is important that the strategies of these two emerging LDPs are complementary, are 
based on an understanding of inter-relationships, that there is agreement on key evidence base 
(which should be in accordance with national policy) and that policy anomalies are avoided. A key 
issue is provision of affordable housing. Our earlier letter of 29th September 2008 refers. 

 
 
ii. Housing / Affordable Housing 

 
Housing / Affordable Housing  
A regional housing apportionment process has not taken place in South West Wales and it appears 
is unlikely to do so (paragraph 1.17 of Appendix 1; & MIPPS 01/2006 para 9.2.2). The deposit LDP 
and the Housing Background Paper make clear that the NPA has concluded it preferable not to 
base its population projections on the WAG published population projections, nor to base housing 
need figures on the (emerging) Local Housing Market Assessment. Instead it has used 2001 based 
projections prepared by the County Council (para 4.153 & footnote reference 119) and has 
assessed need based on the Housing Register (para 4.156). The documentation provides some 
justification for this approach which is an approach that differs from that required in national policy – 
we would suggest that the LDP examination should consider the robustness of the approach taken.  
 
Policy 32 – Housing (Strategy Policy)   
Policy 32 provides for 1,358 new dwellings in the National Park over the plan period (including 387 
which already have planning permission). According to the deposit LDP (para 4.150), the 
apportionment (i.e. pro-rata derivation) of the Assembly Government’s (2003 based) population 
projections show growth and indicate a need for 1,756 new dwellings over the plan period. The plan 
and supporting documentation argues that the (2001 based) Pembrokeshire County Council 
projection (which suggests that the population of the National Park will decline slightly between 2001 
and 2021) is more credible. As a consequence, the Plan concludes that, “there is no reason to 
allocate housing land in order to house an increasing population”; however, there is a need to 
allocate land, “in order to build more affordable houses so that the proportion of affordable to market 
housing better reflects the housing needed in the National Park” (paragraph 4.161).   
The Assembly Government will shortly be issuing 2006-based household projections by Local 
Authority (with data for National Parks identified separately) and the NPA will therefore need to 
revisit this issue at this time. It is critical that the population and housing figures are credible and 
robust; (this includes the robustness of the significant windfall estimate of 250 dwelling units which 
doesn’t appear to be evidenced - para 4.160).  
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Policy 33 – Affordable Housing  
- Need - Policy 33 sets an affordable housing target of 530 dwellings (39% of the total). According to the 
Plan, the Pembrokeshire County Council Local Housing Market Assessment (LHMA) identifies a 
significant need for affordable housing in the National Park and indicates that affordable housing 
completions are not meeting the current UDP target of 20% provision. Again, the NPA questions the 
validity of the LHMA and considers that the figures are an over-estimate (para 4.155). However, no 
figures are provided in the deposit plan for the affordable housing need identified by the LHMA. The NPA 
rely instead on the Housing Register for Pembrokeshire (as at July 2008) which suggests a need for 
about 460 affordable homes in the National Park to address the backlog of need (para 4.156). The Plan 
therefore seems to propose the provision of a further 70 affordable homes over the plan period to 
address future housing need. The basis for this assessment is unclear. We consider the robustness of 
relying on the Housing Register as the “primary source of evidence of need” needs to be examined, 
given that it only provides information on current unmet need and provides no assessment of future 
need. The introduction of the LHMA methodology was intended to provide local authorities with a means 
of making a more comprehensive assessment of the nature and level of housing demand and need in 
their local housing markets. As such, LHMAs should provide the evidence base supporting policies to 
deliver affordable housing through the land use planning system, as set out in national policy (MIPPS 
01/2006, para. 9.2.14 & 9.2.15). 
-  Viability – The deposit Plan does consider tackling affordable housing need as a priority issue. 
The affordable housing targets expressed in Policy 33 are very high.  Paragraph 4.165, together 
with the Housing Background Paper, indicate that the NPA has done some testing of the financial 
viability of the proposed targets and thresholds and provides some analysis of varying house prices 
(using the Three Dragons Toolkit).  The NPA needs to be confident this analysis remains robust in 
current market conditions.    
- Commuted sum - section d) of Policy 33 states that a commuted sum will be sought on proposals for 
single dwellings (ie. residential developments below the affordable housing threshold of 2 units) to help 
with the delivery of affordable housing. This is based on a proposal in the Assembly Government 
consultation on ‘Meeting rural housing needs’ in July 2008; however, there is no firm date for when the 
Assembly Government will make any decisions further to that consultation. The deposit plan provides no 
details about how the commuted sum will be calculated or exactly how it will be used; neither does it 
specify whether there will be any exemptions (eg. affordable housing, essential dwellings). 
 
 

iii. Restrictions on Development 
 
The justification for certain of the restrictions placed on development in the national park is not 
always apparent; the following are key examples: 
 - Rural Centres Settlement Boundaries  - Policy 5 Rural Centres (Tier 4)  
Policy 5 establishes a number of small Rural Centres for which settlement boundaries are included 
on the proposals map. It is not clear why settlement boundaries (and linked green wedges – see 
below) are required rather than relying on policies / criteria on development in the countryside 
(Policy 6).     
- Green Wedges - Paras 4.239 & 4.240 & Proposals Map   
The green wedge proposals identified on the proposals map do not appear to accord with national 
policy regarding the purpose of designation and the requirement for extra protection (Planning Policy 
Wales paras 2.6.10 with 2.6.3, & 2.6.11 refer).  The background evidence (presented in the Green 
Wedge Review and the Green Wedge Site Assessment papers) does not adequately justify why the 
proposed green wedges require the extra protection of green wedge designation in accordance with 
Planning Policy Wales paras 2.6.10 (2.6.3) & 2.6.11. There should be a policy and justification in the 
plan to support the green wedge designations proposed. (N.B. also see ‘locational policy omissions’ 
below.) 
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iv. Gypsy Traveller Sites 
 
Policy 34 – Gypsy Sites  
- Evidence base: The robustness / adequacy of the Pembrokeshire LHMA is not clear insofar as it 
assesses gypsy / traveller provision. The LHMA is the main, and statutory, tool of Gypsy and 
Traveller needs assessment. The LDP Housing Background Paper at page 14 (Identifying needs for 
gypsy traveller sites) refers to the LHMA and says that a need for additional sites has not been 
identified at present.  Section 11.3 of the Pembrokeshire Local Housing Strategy flowing from the 
LHMA says on page 74 : “At present there is nothing to suggest that additional provision is 
required”. A final LHMA has not yet been published by Pembrokeshire County Council; and only the 
Draft LHMA (2007) is currently available.  However, the Gypsy / Traveller count figures since 
January 2007 show a consistent pattern of unauthorised caravans in Pembrokeshire which in itself 
suggests need that is not yet being met. In addition, it is not clear from the LDP or its background 
papers which of the five sites in Pembrokeshire are located in the Park. 
- Policy: The criteria policy should be more positive and reasonable in line with guidance in WAG 
Circular 30/2007 ‘Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites’; at present a number of the 
criteria appear overly restrictive, for example criterion a) – identification of evidence of need should 
not be a determiner for consideration of a proposed site; criterion d) – no evidence to justify why a 
site should be flat (this is especially questionable if it is a more stringent requirement than is 
imposed for other types of caravan development); criterion e) overlap with licensing considerations 
in relation to layout / numbers.  
- Policy justification: Paragraph 4.172 advises that the WAG site design guidance will be used by 
the authority; however, this is just one available standard and is essentially intended for WAG grant 
purposes rather than binding standards for each and every site. It is the site licensing regime 
operated under the Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act 1960 which is the primary means 
of regulating standards on caravan sites including those used  by Gypsies / Travellers. Suggest 
deletion of this paragraph. 
 
 

v. Minerals      
 
Mineral Safeguarding Areas (Proposals Map) 
The Proposal Map (Key to Inset Maps – page 14) identifies ‘Minerals Safeguarding Zone (Policy 10)’ 
but does not distinguish which mineral is being safeguarded as required by MPPW paragraph 13. 
Different symbols should be used i.e. one for limestone & sandstone, and one for sand & gravel.  
  
Buffer Zones (para 4.70) 
The Proposal Map should show Buffer Zones for all active and dormant mineral sites. The LDP 
needs to be clear as to the size of the Buffer Zones for active and inactive / dormant mineral sites 
shown on the Proposals Map (e.g. 200m or 500m); the size is determined by the mineral type and 
the nature of extraction (MPPW paragraph 40).  A policy is required and detail of the relevant Buffer 
Zone sizes provided. MTAN1: Aggregates, paragraph 70-71 provides guidance on aggregate 
extraction and the minimum Buffer Zone distances. (N.B. also see ‘locational policy omissions’ 
below.) 
 
Policy 14 – Inactive Mineral Sites (& para 4.78)     
Paragraph 4.78 states that an inactive mineral site with planning permission is shown on the 
Proposal Map; the Minerals Background Paper lists two inactive sites (page 8). The written 
statement should name the site(s) and the specific mineral(s) which in turn determines the extent of 
the buffer zone(s); other considerations are how length of inactivity and whether there is a suitable 
strategy and associated policies to explain future proposals for the land (see MPPW paragraph 19).  
 
 

vi. Locational Policy Omissions  
 
Several instances occur where the text of the deposit LDP written statement refers to matters that 
are included on the Proposals Map but have not been supported by locational or enabling policies: 
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a. proposed allocations at Table 3 employment / mixed use sites (page 58); Table 7 
housing sites (page 67); Table 9 community facilities (page 73); table 10 road and 
cycle schemes (page 77);  

b. buffer zones (minerals) at para 4.70; 
c. green wedges at para 4.240; 
d. open space at para 4.240. In addition, it is not clear whether allocations on the 

proposals map are existing or additional provision.  
 
 

vii. Policy Extending Beyond Area of Plan  
 
Policy 7 - National Park Purposes and Duty  
The reference to “or impacting on” in the first line Policy 7 should be deleted as this implies the LDP 
seeks to control development beyond the National Park boundary which is inappropriate.  The last 
sentence of paragraph 4.55 could then be amended to make it clear that the NPA will apply the 
same principles as set out in Policy 7 in commenting on development proposals outside of the 
National Park.  (The same issue applies to the last sentence in paragraph 4.236). 
 
 
 
C. In relation to soundness tests CE2, CE3, CE4: Matters where we consider there to 
be a lack of certainty or clarity which, whilst not considered to be fundamental to the 
soundness of the LDP, we consider we can usefully draw to your attention to enable 
you to consider how they might be better demonstrated, that: 
 

i. Policy 6 – Countryside (Tier 5)     
Criterion d of Policy 6 is supported by detail provided in footnote 83.  The inclusion of “holiday 
accommodation” as “residential” is not commonly understood.  Indeed, paragraph 1.77 in Appendix 
1 suggests it is “seen as an employment related use”.   Consequently, it appears to be a departure 
from national policy of seeking employment uses before residential ones and this approach needs 
clear justification in the policy’s supporting text. 
 

ii. Policy 47 - Local Sites of Nature Conservation or Geological Interest   
Policy 47 appears to be attempting to protect any land of possible nature conservation interest 
(either ‘formally recognised’ or not – para 4.221)  whereas development plans normally identify non-
statutory “Sites of Interest for Nature Conservation” which are identified and have been assessed as 
having substantive nature conservation value.  It is questionable whether the approach accords with 
paragraphs 5.3.11 and 5.4.7 of Planning Policy Wales.   
 
                 
                                                                                                                                                                            
D. Matters relating to clarity of the plan generally which we consider may be of 
assistance to your authority and to the Inspector in considering suitable changes. 
 
Implementation and Monitoring  
Whilst mechanisms for implementation and monitoring have been indicated within the deposit plan 
(mainly in its appendices), a number of matters require clarification: 
- The monitoring framework (appendix 4) provides a number of targets and indicators in relation to 
the plan’s key outcomes and a number of related policies and WAG core indicators are included; 
however, it would be preferable for annual housing targets to be specified rather than targets for the 
entire plan period (page 33, Appendix 4).  
- The likelihood that the transport schemes in Table 10 (page 77) will be delivered during the Plan 
period should be verified to ensure they will not result in unnecessary blight.  
- In relation to sewage capacity and infrastructure provision, paragraph 1.53 in Appendix 1 states: 
“Sewage disposal is considered an issue at certain locations in the National Park and will need 
addressing to accommodate further development at certain villages and towns in the Park”. The 
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Authority needs to be confident these issues are not insurmountable and that they will not prevent 
sites coming forward at the point envisaged.  There is a related issue concerning the delivery of 
affordable housing (a priority of the deposit plan) where required improvements are not contained in 
Dwr Cymru’s programme of improvements (due in November 2009) and developer contributions 
would be required for implementation as specified in relation to a number of allocations at Appendix 
2.    
 
Policy 22 – Flooding and Coastal Inundation  
Although flood risk appears to be considered adequately in the strategy and allocations as well as in 
the monitoring indicators (appendix 4), it is not clear how TAN 15 policy would be applied to 
Environment Agency flood zones 2 and 3 (at section a of policy 22).  The approach advocated does 
not appear logical because the tests contained in TAN 15 are triggered by the zones in the 
Development Advice Maps. It is difficult, therefore, to judge whether this policy is in line with national 
policy. 
 
Para 4.79 -  Waste  
It has been calculated, on a pro-rata basis, that the National Park will generate a requirement for up 
to 1.5ha of land for in-building local facilities.  There appears to be a shortfall of 0.6ha of land in 
terms of meeting this requirement without any clarification within the reasoned justification to 
account for it. Given the intent to improve the Civic Amenity site in Tenby, it may be that this site in 
combination with the 0.93ha identified under St David’s EA748 (Table 3 allocations on page 58) is 
sufficient to demonstrate that enough land, which is suitable, is available to meet local needs for 
waste management. 
 
Policy 44 – Telecommunications   
- The latter section of Policy 44 goes beyond the guidance in paragraph 56 of TAN 19 and appears 
more stringent. The definition of “electronic communications apparatus” is wide ranging, much of the 
relevant development will on the scale of things be fairly minor, and, statutory procedures apply to 
the installation of relevant apparatus in National Parks under Regulation 8 of the Electronic 
Communications  Code (Conditions and Restrictions) Regulations 2003.  Given these factors, more 
justification is therefore required to support this section of the proposed policy. 
- Paragraph 4.209 should be deleted. This has been a statutory requirement in Wales under Article 
5A of the Procedure Order since August 2002  for planning applications involving the construction or 
installation of one or more antennas for the purpose of operating a telecommunications system. 
- Paragraph 4.210 goes further than paragraph 45 of TAN 19 in advocating a removal planning 
condition in each and every case. Given that paragraph 40 of the TAN makes the point that a 
removal  condition is contained within relevant PDRs, and paragraph 22 (Abandonment of 
apparatus) of the Electronic Communications Code is a statutory requirement, more justification is 
required to support the standard requirement at paragraph 4.210.  
 
Appendix 2 – Allocations  
Some of the allocations referenced in the body of the written statement do not appear to be referred 
to in Appendix 2: i.e. MA706, MA232, MA777, HA609, HA385, HA436, Rl7. 
 
 
Editing / inconsistencies / minor points: 
- Footnote 79 - The footnote does not appear to match with the wording of Policy 6a).  The former 
refers to “Rounding off” while the latter refers to “minor extensions”.  There should be consistency.  
(Policy 33c refers to “rounding off” while the Housing MIPPS refers to “minor extensions”.)  
- Table 8 page 68 - “St Ishmaels HA733” should be amended to “St Ishmaels MA733” – i.e. it is a 
mixed-use site proposal.   
- Policy 37 - Retail in the National Park - the penultimate paragraph should say “are identified” 
rather than “will be identified”.   
- Policy 40 – Sustainable Traffic - incriterion d - “see Policy 41” should be in brackets.   
- Para 4.227 - states that ‘protecting historic landscapes, parks or gardens and their setting’ are  
shown on the Proposals Map; however, they are not shown on the proposals map.  
- Appendix 4 Monitoring (page 35) – the policy references should be policy 45 not policy 44 for 
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Special Qualities - ‘Landscape, Biodiversity, Historic and Natural Environment and Welsh 
Language’.   
 
        

---------------------- 
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