Broads Authority

Planning Committee
Minutes of the meeting held on 8 December 2006

Present:

Dr J M Gray – in the Chair

	Mr M C Broom

Mrs E A Burrows

Mr A Duce


	Mr S Dorrington

Mr A J Gunson

Mr D W Thompson  




In Attendance:


Ms C Smith – Head of Development and Regeneration

Mr M Thirkettle – Planning Officer, Broadland District

Mr B Hogg – Design and Conservation Officer 




Mr C Brown  – for the Solicitor

Mrs S A Beckett – Administrative Officer

Members of the Public in Attendance who spoke:

	Mr R Starling

Mr R Hale Sutton
	Application Great Yarmouth 06/06/0489 Staithe House Farm, West Somerton 

Chairman Somerton Parish Council

Agent for application 06/06/0489

	Mr P Burrell
	Application North Norfolk 01/06/1543 Lake House, Hall Road, Barton Turf  Quantrill Associates agent for applicant 


56
Apologies and Welcome

Apologies for absence were received from Mr C C Durrant.

57
Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 10 November 2006 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

58
Points of Information Arising from the Minutes

Other than items on the agenda, there were no further points of information arising from the minutes.

59        Declarations of Interest

Members expressed declarations of interest as set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes.

60
Applications for Planning Permission

The Committee considered applications submitted under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as well as matters of enforcement (also having regard to Human Rights) and reached decisions as set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes on the blue pages. Acting under its delegated powers the Committee authorised the immediate implementation of the decisions.   


The Chairman introduced members and officers and reminded everyone that the scheme for public speaking was in operation, details of which were contained in the Code of Conduct for Members and Officers.  The following minutes relate to those applications where further matters of information, or detailed matters of policy not already covered in the officers’ reports, were given additional attention.

(1)
Great Yarmouth 06/06/0489 Staithe House Farm, West Somerton, Erection of six dwellings 


Applicant: Mrs L Thain


Members of the Committee had had the opportunity of a site visit on 1 December 2006, a note of which was circulated.  In addition members had received further correspondence from West Somerton Parish Council, Mr Sean Sharrock, the resident from Glebe Cottage and Sir Michael Harrison.



Further to Minute 48(1) para 9, the Solicitor commented that whilst it might be right in principle that building on open land could not amount to preservation, he had now visited the site and examined the plans in relation to the Conservation Area. The advice in the report that the open land did not contribute much to the Conservation Area and looking at the area as a whole could be viewed as an enhancement was valid.   The question to ask was “does building on this part of the Conservation Area affect the Conservation Area as a whole.” It was therefore open to members to view the proposal as preservation or enhancement. 


The Head of Development and Regeneration gave a very detailed presentation, setting out the location of the proposal, particularly the local infrastructure and the site’s relationship with the Conservation Area, the history of the application site and the tests set out in planning law as defined in Section 54a of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 together with material considerations as included in Section 71 of the Listed Building and Conservation Area Act 1990.  She emphasised that the application had to be considered on its own merits and assessed against the policies in the Broads Local Plan. In particular she set out the main issues to be considered: 


(1) 
the impact on the Conservation Area;

(2)
the siting and design of the proposed dwellings;

(3)
the visual impact when viewed from the River Thurne and surrounding area;

(4)
the relationship of the proposed new dwellings with adjoining dwellings;


(5) 
the impact on the Upper Thurne of the new mooring basin.


Mr Starling, Chairman of West Somerton Parish Council, was given the opportunity to speak.  He thanked the Committee for agreeing to attend the site visit.  He explained that due to some points having been omitted in the original report and the unfortunate errors made, the Parish Council had written directly to Planning Committee members giving them copies of correspondence.  He drew attention to the concerns expressed in the letter from the resident of Grebe Cottage and expressed the view that the neighbouring residents would have equal concerns about the development, particularly the proposed new mooring basin which was immediately adjacent to their properties.  He pointed out that when members had visited the village they had been able to see examples of successful development where there had been cooperation between the parish and the property owners.  It had been unfortunate that there had not been such cooperation in preparing the proposals for this development.


He emphasised that the Parish Council was not opposed to the principle of development on the site.  He clarified that the Parish Council supported the application first approved in 1993, since the properties proposed at the edge of the Conservation Area would be a continuation of the existing cottages. 

The Parish Council’s main concern was with the design of the current proposals. It considered that the scheme was out of scale with the existing surroundings and represented overdevelopment.  He referred to the application refused in 2005 and considered that the 2006 application did little to address the concerns raised on the 2005 proposals and the proposals would still be contrary to policy. 

Mr R Hale Sutton, the agent for the applicant, commented that following the refusal of the 2005 application and indeed since 2003, there had been considerable time and effort and negotiation put into preparing the application now before members.  He had been surprised at the amount of opposition to the scheme, particularly in the last few weeks. He explained that following Mr Thain Senior’s death, the site had been put on the market with the extant planning permission, but unfortunately had failed to reach the reserve price at auction.  As a result, he had been approached in 2003 to devise a scheme that could be more marketable and had had considerable negotiations with planning officers.  As a result, the idea had been to create a similar layout as that of the main village staithe adjacent to Horsey Road, with a group of buildings in an L shape with an identical open space on the site in order to create a new aspect to the village, particularly from the river.  Following the refusal in 2005, the scale of the proposal was modified to reduce the impact of the houses through reductions in the ridge and eave heights, changes to the fenestration and to the materials with more boarding and rendering and less brickwork, the aim being to ensure that Staithe Farm House remained the more dominant building.  He referred to the Planning Committee’s deliberations in July when the application had been approved. Although, the Planning Officer had omitted to refer to the open space in the Conservation Area he recalled that the impact on the Conservation Area had been referred to and emphasised and taken into account in the recommendation. He considered that the scheme represented an improvement and that members’ decision of 21 July 2006 should be reaffirmed. 

In answer to a member’s question regarding utilities, it was clarified that sewerage would be dealt with through the installation of a private sewage treatment plant in accordance with Environment Agency guidelines. This would be dealt with through condition. With regards to electricity, should a substation be required, this would be sited within the farmyard and there would be a need to seek planning permission.

The Head of Development and Regeneration gave a full assessment of the current proposals based on the main issues to be considered (as set out above) against the bench mark of the Local Plan policies and the tests required under legislation. In conclusion it was considered that the redevelopment of the area within the Conservation Area would enhance it and the development outside it would make a positive impact on the setting of the Conservation Area; the siting and revised design was appropriate to the location, there would be a benefit in the removal of the agricultural buildings, and to opening up the views both into and out of the Conservation Area; there would be benefit of creation of open space; the proposal overall represented a visual enhancement particularly when viewed from the River Thurne and surrounding area; the loss of open space with the Conservation Area was compensated for by open space elsewhere and there would be no adverse impact on residential amenity or privacy although change was acknowledged.

When considering the impact on the Upper Thurne of the new mooring basin, there would be no additional boat numbers, or boating pressures and no impact on the SSSI to the northwest. There were no other material considerations of sufficient weight to justify a refusal.

Overall, the proposal did not represent an unacceptable form of development or overdevelopment and it was recommended for approval since it complied with the policies of the Local Plan as set out in the reasons for approval.

From detailed examination of the plans it was clarified that the proposed basin would be 4.5m to 5m from the Glebe Cottage boundary. The house would be 10 metres from the proposed mooring dyke.  It was clarified that should planning permission be granted, any concerns relating to construction and possible structural effects on the properties would be dealt with under building regulations.

In relation to flood risk, a flood risk assessment had been submitted and the Environment Agency was satisfied that there would not be a risk. Some aspects would be picked up as part of the building regulations application and a demonstration of site stability. 

The Solicitor confirmed that the Planning Committee would not be liable should structural problems occur.  The liability would fall on the party carrying out the works. If the Authority was minded to refuse due to the effect on residential amenity due to structural problems, evidence would be required.  

Following the Head of Development and Regeneration having explained the reasons for recommending approval and confirming that the site was not a brownfield site (being part of an agricultural unit), it was emphasised that planning permission still existed for six houses on the site. 

In response to a member’s question the Solicitor confirmed that it was necessary to consider refusal of the earlier decision by officers under delegated powers and how it differed from the present application. However the main issue was the merits of the present application and members should come to their own conclusions and not feel constrained by the previous refusal. Further it would only be necessary to consider if the present application was better or worse than the extant permission if members considered that the present application was not acceptable. 

Members considered in detail the letter from Sir Michael Harrison dated 20 November 2006. With regard to the impact on the Conservation Area, these points had been covered in the Head of Development and Regeneration’s report and presentation.  With regard to other issues on the merits of the scheme, it was considered that these represented a difference of opinion which could be continually debated.  It would be a matter for members to consider whether the present scheme represented an acceptable form of development.

The Design and Conservation Officer confirmed his view that the design of the houses was relevant to the existing varied pattern in the village. He considered that the design was appropriate, represented a satisfactory development which would enhance the Conservation Area, and that the views from outside and within would be opened up, particularly with the loss of the agricultural buildings.

It was clarified that the proposal did not trigger a scheme for affordable housing as stated in Government Circular 6/98 (the trigger number being 25 units or a site of over 1 hectare). The Authority did not have specific policies for “affordable housing” since it was rare for the Authority to receive applications for such a large size and, in such instances, the Authority would look to the District policies.  In this case, the six units proposed did not meet the threshold for the provision of “affordable housing” and could not be required.  The question of affordable housing generally would be addressed within the LDF procedures.

The revised reasons for approval were read out. 

Members generally had some sympathy with the Parish Council.

A member stated that he accepted the advice of the officers.  

Another member was of the view that it was unfortunate that a scheme had not been drawn up which involved consultation and negotiation with the Parish Council.  He considered that the application should be deferred for further negotiation and a possible compromise reached.

Another member concurred with this view.  He was not satisfied that all the matters raised in 2005 had been dealt with adequately.  He did not agree with the assessment relating to the Conservation Area and the removal of the agricultural buildings. These were part of the rural character of the area. He considered that with regard to the visual impact this could be interpreted in different ways and in terms of the relationship with the adjacent dwellings, the assessment was dubious. He accepted the assessment in relation to the impact on the Upper Thurne of the new mooring. 

Other members considered that the present proposal represented an improvement to the area.  It was not considered to be overdevelopment, it did not affect residential amenity or privacy and it was considered that the design of the present proposal had changed significantly, particularly in terms of the bulk of the buildings, and therefore there was no reason to refuse the application. It was considered that the proposal had been assessed thoroughly and, in conclusion, the proposal was an appropriate form of development and  should be approved as recommended.


Members considered that careful regard should be taken of the materials to be used for the buildings and the surfacing.

Mr Duce proposed, seconded by Mr Dorrington, that the recommendation be accepted.  On being put to the vote, it was

RESOLVED
by 5 votes to 2

that the application be approved subject to conditions as set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes and for the reasons stated, in that the application conforms to Policies H1, B7, B11, C6, C2 and C20 of the Broads Local Plan 1997.

(2)
North Norfolk 01/06/1543 Lake House, Hall Road, Barton Turf

Erection of two storey side extension, two storey front extension, conservatory and cladding of exterior with brick, timber and render


Applicant: Mr J Woods

The Head of Development and Regeneration explained that the application had been brought before the Committee as there was a neighbour objection.  The neighbour was concerned about the level of development along the boundary and the oblique view the proposal would have from the glass roof into their garden. The neighbour had suggested that there be a glazed screen placed on the balcony area.

Officers considered that the proposal was acceptable as submitted. There would be more concern relating to the impact of the glazed screen on the area and considered that this would be more intrusive.  The officer read out the letter received from the neighbour.

Changes to the scheme and modifications to the heights had been made to seek to address the concerns of the neighbour. However, the objection was maintained. It was considered that the concerns of a reduction in privacy were not warranted and could not justify a refusal of the amended plans.

The consultant for the applicant was given the opportunity to address the Committee and showed additional photographs 

It was considered that the boundary wall between the neighbouring plots would be sufficiently high as to not cause detriment to the residential amenity.

RESOLVED

that the application be approved with conditions as it is in accordance with Broads Local Plan Policies B11 and H11 of the Broads Local Plan as set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes.

 (3)
Broadland 05/06/1616 Station Road, Cantley 

Erection of house and integral garage 

Applicant:  Mr A Read and Mrs D Aldous

The Planning Officer explained that the application was for the subdivision of a plot outside the development boundary. It was unfortunate that the agent had not had any informal discussions with officers prior to submission of the application.  It had been brought before Committee as the Parish Council and the District Council member had indicated significant local support for the development.

It was noted that no justification had been established that the proposed dwelling would accord with any of the relevant Local Plan policies.

RESOLVED

that the application be refused as the proposal is considered to be contrary to the objectives of Policy ENV14 of the Norfolk Structure Plan and Policies H8, H2, and B11 of the Broads Local Plan as set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes.

(4)
Broadland 05/06/1641 and 1642/Listed Building consent Town House Hotel, 18-22 Yarmouth Road Norwich 

Replacement illuminated signage and alterations for revised external signage 


Applicant: Mitchells and Butler Ltd

The Planning Officer drew attention to the neighbour’s concern that the light from the sign would overspill into his property. It was considered that the signs proposed which would have down load light as opposed to the up light as at present, would be an improvement. The signs were considered to be acceptable in the locality.


RESOLVED

that advertisement consent be granted with conditions as it is considered that the applications comply with Policies B7, B11 and B18 and B2 of the adopted Broads Local Plan and the requirements of PPG19 “Control of Advertisements” as set out in Appendix 2 to these minutes.

 (5)
North Norfolk 01/06/1617 Barnes Brinkcraft, Riverside Road, Hoveton.


Erection of replacement boathouse


Applicant:  Barnes Brinkcraft Ltd.


In presenting the report, the Head of Development and Regeneration  emphasised that the report had been brought before members due to the objections from the Parish Council relating to the materials to be used, particularly the colour of the roof.


Members considered that the proposal was acceptable and endorsed the officers’ assessment.

RESOLVED


that the application be approved subject to conditions that prior approval is received of the profile of the metal cladding, no outside storage and the provision of parking spaces since the proposal represents an acceptable form of development in accordance with Policies EMP5 and B11 of the adopted Broads Local Plan 1997.

(6)
North Norfolk 01/06/1528 Rivererslea, Low Street, Smallburgh


Erection of side extensions


Applicant: Mr and Mrs Martins


The application assessed in the report had originally been brought before the Committee since officers considered that the proposal would have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the neighbouring property. The Parish Council supported the application and the neighbour had not objected. However, amended plans had now been received which reduced the floor area/size and scale of the proposed extension.  As a result, it was considered that the design, size and scale of the proposal was now acceptable and it would not have a detrimental impact on the neighbour’s amenity, the character and appearance of the existing dwelling or the character and appearance of the area.  The proposal was therefore considered to comply with Policies H11 and B11 of the Broads Local Plan.


RESOLVED 


that officers be given delegated authority to approve the amended application subject to appropriate conditions for the reasons stated above and in Appendix 2 to these minutes.

61
Decisions made by Officers under Delegated Powers

The Committee received a schedule of decisions made by officers under delegated powers from 30 October 2006 to 27 November 2006.


RESOLVED


that the report be noted.  

62
Appeals to the Secretary of State: Update

The Committee received a table showing the position regarding appeals against the Authority since July 2006.  

It was noted that:

Wayford Mill, Wayford Bridge, Smallburgh.  Appeal against enforcement relating to extension and conservatory

A date had been arranged for the site visit from the Planning Inspectorate for Wednesday 13 December 2006.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted.

63
Decision on Appeal by the Secretary of State: Mr Fuller, Birchwood, Lower Street, Horning.  Appeal against refusal to grant permission for the removal of a planning condition

The Committee received the report concerning an appeal at Birchwood, Lower Street Horning against the refusal to grant planning permission (01/2006/9466) for the removal of planning condition (3) of a previous application 01/2005/1792. The removal of the condition would allow for residential occupation and overnight accommodation in a replacement boathouse.

The Inspector concurred with the Authority, concluding that if the appeal was allowed, this would open the door to internal construction of what would effectively be a well equipped two bedroomed dwelling which could be occupied permanently.  He considered that this would increase the tendency to domesticate the surrounding land in the manner of a conventional garden and would therefore, be contrary to the intentions of Policy C12. 

The Inspector dismissed the appeal.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted.

64
Enforcement Update


The Committee received an updated report on enforcement matters already referred to Committee.  With reference to 


Mill Garden, Pyes Mill Road, Loddon, Use of cow shed for rented storage


it was reported that compliance had been achieved.  The business had now moved to Rackheath.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted. 

65
Date of Next Meeting


It was noted that the next meeting of the Planning Committee would be held on Friday 12 January 2007 at 10.00am at County Hall, Martineau Lane, Norwich.
The meeting concluded at 12.40pm

CHAIRMAN








APPENDIX 1

	Code of Conduct for Members

	

	Declaration of Interests

	

	Committee:  Planning Committee        

	

	Date             8 December 2006

	

	

	Name
	Agenda Item No(s)
	Nature of Interest
	Prejudicial

(

	Mr S Dorrington 
	
	Toll payer
	


APPENDIX 2

Decisions on Planning Applications considered by the Planning Committee on 8 December 2006

	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	GREAT YARMOUTH

06/06/0489

WEST SOMERTON
	Staithe House Farm, Staithe Road
	Mrs L Thain
	Six dwellings

	Decision

Approved  by 5 votes to 2 against, subject to the conditions as set out below:

· standard time limit condition;

· detailed drawings of all windows, doors, porches, chimneys, eaves, garage doors, screen walls and quayheading shall be submitted for approval prior to commencement of work. Work shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details;

· the precise details of all the materials to be used in the construction of the dwellings, roads, driveways and other hard surfaced areas, including samples to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of work;

· the finished floor levels and maximum overall ridge height of the dwellings shall be:

  
Plot 1 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 8.1 (mrh);

   
Plot 2 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 8.1 (mrh);

   
Plot 3 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 9.1 (mrh);

   
Plot 4 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 8.1 (mrh);

   
Plot 5 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 9.1 (mrh);

   
Plot 6 : 1.30 AOD (ffl), 8.1 (mrh);

· Permitted Development Rights removed for extensions, alterations to window detailing, construction of buildings and ancillary structures within the curtilage of the dwellings, fences;

· a comprehensive contamination survey setting out the details of contamination found on the site and mitigation measures proposed to deal with any contamination found to be submitted for approval prior to the commencement of any work on the site;

· a detailed landscaping scheme to be submitted for approval before the commencement of work to include hard and soft landscaping and details of the quayheading;

	· prior to commencement of any development a scheme for provision and implementation of flood proofing techniques shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority and shall accord with ODPM Guidance ‘Preparing for Floods’;

· prior to commencement of any development a flood response plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority;

· prior to the commencement of development details of Sewage Treatment Plant and outflow and surface water disposal to be submitted and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural England;

	· the mooring basin should only be used for the moorings of private boats owned by residents of the dwellings hereby permitted and shall not be used for overnight accommodation;

· Highways condition regarding 2.4m visibility splays to access and an agreement that no vegetation should grow within the visibility splays;

· an Archaeological Survey of the site in accordance with requirements of Norfolk Archaeological Survey; 

· a scheme submitted for the maintenance and retention of green open space clear of car parking within the development complex as shown on the plans; and

· six moorings to be provided within the mooring basin to replace six within the dyke and to be restricted to private use by the occupiers of the dwellings.

Reasons for Approval

The application is considered to comply with the policies of the Local Plan:

1a It complies with Policy H1 as it is on a small/infill site and has no detriment to the form and character of the existing settlement.  The existing area of open land does not have a significant adverse effect on the existing adjoining properties.

1b The development complies with Policy B7 because taking into account the character and appearance of that part of the application site within the Conservation Area and given that its open character makes a neutral or minor positive contirbution to the Conservation Area, the development including sympathetically designed buildings, enhances or at least preserves the character of the Conservation Area looked at as a whole.

1c The application complies with Policy B11 because the design is appropriate to its setting, including the Conservation Area which is respected.  The development represents a visual benefit to the landscape given the existing detrimental character of the agricultural buildings.

1d The development complies with Policy C6 because it will not lead to an increased boating use.

1e The development complies with Policies C2 and C20 because there would be no adverse impact on the Site of Special Sceintific Interest to the north-west of the site or on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty to the east.



	There are no other material considerations of sufficient weight to justify a refusal.

Informative

That there should be no works within 9 metres of the River Thurne without the consent of the Environment Agency.



	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	NORTH NORFOLK 

01/06/1543

BARTON TURF
	Lake House, Hall Road
	Mr J Woods
	Erection of two storey side extension, two storey front extension, conservatory and cladding of exterior with brick, timber and render

	Decision

Approved as the application is considered to comply with Policies B11 and H11 of the Broads Local Plan 1997 subject to conditions set out below:

· standard three year limit;

· in accordance with amended plans.



	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BROADLAND

05/06/1616

CANTLEY
	Station Road
	Adrian Read & Dawn Aldous
	Erection of house and integral garage

	Decision

Refused as the proposal is considered to be contrary to the objectives of Policy ENV14 of the Norfolk Structure Plan and Policies H8 (housing); H2 (Development Boundaries); B11 (design) of the Broads Local Plan.

No justification has been provided that establishes any circumstances which accords with those set out in Policies H3, H5, H7, H9, H12, H13 or TR11, particularly in terms of new residential development. It is detrimental to the loose knit character of the area and relates poorly to the neighbouring property in terms of form and scale.

The proposed development in this location is unacceptable in planning terms.




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BROADLAND

05/06/1642

THORPE ST ANDREW
	Town House Hotel, 18-22 Yarmouth Road
	Mitchell and Butler Ltd
	Alterations for revised external signage (Listed Building)

	Decision  

Approved in accordance with the amended plans as the proposal is considered to comply with Policy B2 of the adopted Broads Local Plan (see below).

(Listed Building consent granted).




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BROADLAND

05/06/1641

THORPE ST ANDREW
	Town House Hotel, 18-22 Yarmouth Road
	Mitchells & Butler Ltd
	Replacement illuminated signage

	Decision

Approved the application for advertisement consent and application for listed building consent subject to conditions as follows:
· standard three year time limit; subsequently amended to “standard conditions as required under the Town and Country Planning Act (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 1992” with agreement of the Chairman.

· in accordance with amended plans;

· the floodlighting shall be installed and directed in such a manner as to cause no inconvenience or hazard to users of the adjacent highway. The County Council, as Highway Authority, reserves the right to inspect the installation to confirm that this condition is met and to request the fitting of louvers or baffles, if required; and

· the maximum luminance of the sign hereby permitted shall not exceed 800 candelas per square metre and no part of the source of illumination shall be directly visible to users of the adjacent public highway.

The proposal is considered to comply with Policies B7, B11 and B18 of the adopted Broads Local Plan and the requirements of PPG19 ‘Control of Advertisements’.




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	NORTH NORFOLK 

01/06/1617

HOVETON
	Barnes Brinkcraft, Riverside Road
	Barnes Brinkcraft Ltd
	Erection of replacement boathouse

	Decision

Approved, as the proposal represents an acceptable form of development in accordance wth Policies EMP5 and B11 of the Broads Local Plan 1997, subject to:

· a condition on the prior approval of the profile of the metal cladding;

· no outside storage; and

· the provision of the parking spaces.




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	NORTH NORFOLK 

01/06/1528

SMALLBURGH
	Riverslea, Low Street
	Mr & Mrs Martins
	Erection of side extensions

	Decision

To delegate authority to officers to approve the amended application subject to conditions, which due to the amendments to design, size and scale is now acceptable and in accordance with Broads Local Plan Policies H11 and B11, the proposal would not have an unacceptable impact on neighbour amenity, the character and appearance of the existing dwelling or the character and appearance of the area.
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