Broads Authority

Planning Committee 

Minutes of the meeting held on 3 April 2009
Present:

Ms C Sheridan – in the Chair

	Mrs E A Burrows
Mr C Gould 

Dr J M Gray
Dr J S Johnson

	Mr A S Mallett
Mr J Sharpe

Mr D W Thompson


In Attendance:


Mrs S A Beckett – Administrative Officer 
Mr S Bell – Legal Services, Norfolk County Council

Mr J Clements – Planning Policy Officer
Miss M Hammond – Planning Assistant 

Mr B Hogg – Head of Cultural Heritage and Design

Mr K Hounsome – Solicitor and Monitoring Officer

Mrs A Long – Director of Planning and Strategy

Mr M Tracey – Norfolk County Council (Highways Authority) 
Ms C Smith – Head of Development and Regeneration 

 Members of the public in attendance who spoke:

	BA/2008/0307/FUL British Sugar Cantley


	Mr R Holmes
	Local Resident Objector

	Mr G Simons
	Local Resident Objector

	Mr R Clarke
	Rapleys – Agent for Applicant 

	Mr G Duff
	Stirling-Maynard – Agent for Applicant

	
	

	BA/2009/0047/FUL Flint Cottage, 34 Riverside Reedham (Resubmission of PP BA/2008/0216/FUL


	Mrs Blanche
	On behalf of Applicant 


7/1
Welcome and Apologies for Absence 
The Chairman introduced members and officers and welcomed members of the public. She also welcomed Andrea Long to her first meeting as the Director of Planning and Strategy and thanked Cally Smith and all the planning team for the extra work they had done in the absence of a Director over the past five months.

Apologies for absence were received from Mr M C Broom, Mr A Duce, 
Mr S Dorrington, Mr A J Gunson and Mr B Morrey.
7/2
To note whether any items have been proposed as matters of urgent business


No items of urgent business were proposed.
7/3
Declarations of Interest
Members expressed declarations of interest as set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes. 

7/4
Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 6 March 2009 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 

7/5
Points of Information arising from the Minutes


There were no points of information arising from the minutes.
7/6
Chairman’s Announcements and Introduction to Public Speaking

The Chairman reminded everyone that the scheme for public speaking was in operation for consideration of planning applications, in accordance with the Authority’s Code of Conduct for Members and Officers. She explained in detail how the scheme would operate. Those who wished to speak were requested to come up to the public speaking desk at the beginning of the presentation of the relevant application.

7/7
Applications for Planning Permission

The Committee considered applications submitted under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended, 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 following minutes relate to further matters of information, or detailed matters of policy not already covered in the officers’ reports, and which were given additional attention.
(1)
BA/2008/0307/FUL Cantley Sugar Factory, Station Road, Cantley

Proposed construction of new Evaporator plant as part of energy reduction scheme plus construction of new buildings and plant for processing of raw sugar including associated hard paving, external lighting and relocation of coal and Limex stockpiles. New buildings to be sited on area currently occupied by Contractors Compound and will be accompanied by new screening and landscaping proposals
Applicant: British Sugar

Before considering the application, the Chairman read out a short statement explaining that the application had been brought before the Committee again because the Authority had failed to notify objectors of the date of the previous committee when an undertaking had been made to do so.  It was not the Authority’s usual procedure to notify objectors, nor would it be in the future.  It was felt the correct procedure to take, in order to give all interested parties the opportunity to exercise their right to speak, was for the application to be considered afresh and in light of all the information before members.

The Solicitor and Monitoring Officer stated that it was important for members to have an open mind on the application and that they make their decision, in the normal way in light of:

· the issues raised in the officer’s report to this meeting and any further comments made by officers at the meeting;

· representations made to the Committee at this meeting under the public speaking arrangements,

taking into account, of course, all material considerations (but only such considerations) and giving those considerations such weight asthe Committee considers appropriate. Also, the fact that the Committee had previously decided to grant permission was not to be taken into account.  This was particularly important given that at least one local resident had indicated that he had fresh points to raise.
Members noted that a request had been received for deferment of the application on the grounds that insufficient notice had been given of the meeting. They noted that all those who had commented on the application, including the statutory consultees, parish councils and ward members, had been sent notification of the meeting in a detailed letter in the previous week. The Authority had complied with its obligations as required by the Access to Information Clauses of the Local Government Act 2000.  The Authority was following the necessary procedures and therefore it was agreed that there were no grounds for deferment. 

As a preamble, the Head of Development and Regeneration acknowledged that erroneous advice had been given to residents who had been expecting to be notified of the date of the meeting in February. It was therefore appropriate that the planning application be brought back to Committee.
The Head of Development and Regeneration gave a detailed presentation explaining that the proposals would result in the Sugar Factory being able to process sugar throughout the year, taking advantage of the European regulations in January 2010.  In particular, attention was drawn to the access route and the various points where specific concerns had been expressed relating to surface, visibility and traffic behaviour.
The Head of Development and Regeneration referred to the consultations and representations received, including noting the objections received by local parish councils, and the comments received from Broadland District Council which were circulated. She also updated members on consultations received since the report had been written.
· Environment Agency Informative Note – Redirection of Limpenhoe Landspring will involve main river map to be altered. The applicant should pay any advertising fees associated with this.

· Norfolk County Highways Authority – Conditions 8 and 9 can be covered within the relevant Section 106 Legal Agreement.
· Highways Agency – Agree the proposed amended condition to prevent same day delivery of beet and raw cane sugar.

In addition, a further letter of objection from a local resident and a further letter of support from Stody Estate on behalf of the NFU, plus
three further letters of objection had been received.
The Head of Development and Regeneration gave an assessment of the application emphasising the key issues which related to:

· the principle of the development where adopted Core Strategy policy CS22 applied and more specifically Broads Local Plan policy CAN1; 

· highways and the impact on traffic movements;
· the impact on the amenity of local residents, especially relating to traffic movements;
· landscape character and appearance;
· pollution, including light pollution;
· ecological impact; and 
· flood risk.

It was noted that the Committee had had the benefit of a site visit on 9 January 2009, a note of which was attached to the report.

With regard to the principle of the development Norfolk County Council

and Broadland District Council supported the proposal and  acknowledged the importance of the sugar factory to the local economy, the impact of the proposals on the local community and the negotiations to alleviate that impact.  In conclusion, it was considered that the development was necessary for the essential operational requirements of the factory and therefore the principle was acceptable subject to criteria. 
One of the main issues was that of highways where the proposals would result in an increase in traffic movements with additional vehicles accessing the site outside the beet “campaign” period.  Norfolk County Council as Highways Authority was satisfied that the B1140 was of sufficient width to cope with this but considered that the concerns expressed could be addressed by a number of mitigation measures such as a review of speed limits, the erection of a crash barrier for the protection of the footway in Beighton, and road strengthening.  As part of the negotiations with the applicants, they had agreed to contribute a sum of £100,000 and enter into a Section 106 Agreement to implement the necessary road improvements.  The Highways Agency was also concerned that the raw cane sugar should not be delivered on the same day as any beet, which could be covered by condition. 
The Head of Development and Regeneration commented that it was also worth noting that that there were no restrictions at present on lorries delivering to British Sugar, although there was a voluntary agreement. If planning permission were to be granted, conditions could be imposed.  A number of concerns had been expressed about the delivery of the raw cane sugar via road and suggestions that alternative means of transport should be used.  British Sugar currently advised that they were constrained by costs and circumstances which meant that, at present, transportation by barge and rail would not be economically viable.  However, they were prepared to be part of a working group to examine alternatives along with Norfolk County Council Highways, representatives from Great Yarmouth Borough Council, the Port Authority and the Broads Authority as well as other interested local parties. Such a working group would be set up under a legal agreement. On this basis, although the concerns from local residents were acknowledged, there were no outstanding objections from the Highways Authority and therefore it would be very difficult to substantiate a refusal on highway grounds. It was emphasised that the application as submitted relied on the transportation of the raw material by road and therefore it would need to be determined on this basis.
With regard to the landscape character and appearance, it was recognised that Cantley Sugar Factory was one of the most significant features in the landscape, and was visible from large areas of the Yare valley and parts of the Waveney valley. As part of the application, a landscape character assessment had been carried out whereby the factory had been viewed from various vantage points taking account of a number of criterion which had been agreed.  The proposed new buildings would be half the size of the existing and although would have some impact, would be seen within the context of an industrial site which had been in existence for almost 100 years and therefore it would not be inappropriate. 

The Head of Development and Regeneration addressed the issues relating to the impact on the amenity of local residents, primarily noise and air quality including odour.  A number of mitigation measures were proposed in order to address these issues.  Advice from Broadland District Environmental Health had indicated that there would be some increase in noise but that this was within agreed limits and not sufficient to raise an objection.
With reference to the impact on ecology, Natural England had advised that the proposal would not have significant impact on the adjacent designated sites although conditions were suggested to cover concerns and mitigation measures suggested. It was considered that there would be an overall net benefit on the ecological impact.

In conclusion, the Head of Development and Regeneration commented that the proposed development would form additions to an industrial operation on an industrial site which was part of the Broads landscape. It was necessary to view the overall importance of the factory locally and to the economy of the area and that the development could protect the viability of the site. The two key issues of concern for the Committee to assess were that of the impact on the amenity of local residents and the impact on the highway network.  It was recognised that the impact of traffic would be significant but not sufficient to warrant a refusal, given the safeguards being built in. It was therefore proposed that officers be given delegated powers to approve the application subject to a Section 106 Agreement to cover highway matters and take account of the points at present recommended as conditions 8, 9 and 10 in the report, revisions to some of the other conditions proposed and further details relating to the delivery and timing of the raw sugar cane.
Mr Simons, a local resident, expressed his gratitude to the Authority for reconvening the meeting to consider the application and for giving people the opportunity to address the Committee as a matter of law and principle since a legitimate expectation had been given.  He referred to the Authority’s purposes and objectives and concentrated his comments in relation to Policy CAN1 of the Broads Local Plan, in particular,”that development within the Cantley Sugar Beet Factory site, which is needed to meet the essential operational requirements of the factory, will be permitted provided …that there will be no significant adverse effects on the residential amenity of local residents.” He commented that the factory’s present operation had been in breach of environmental regulations and cited examples of pollution incidents  as well as residents not being able to sleep due to noise. By extending the operation of the factory with the processing of raw cane sugar this would put an even greater burden on the living conditions of the local residents. He referred to the unanimous opposition from Limpenhoe and Cantley Parish Councils who represented those residents to be most affected. He considered that the sustainability arguments in terms of the environment or the economic justification for the development were lacking.  He referred to Section 2 of the Broads Act 1988 where, although it was recognised that the Authority needed to have regard to the economics of those living and working in the area, it was also required to have regard to the national importance of the Broads as an area of natural beauty and one which affords opportunities for open air recreation.  He queried whether the Authority had been properly advised of its functions and duties and therefore it was suggested that there may be grounds for “calling in” the application. He stressed that no one could accept that there would be no significant adverse effects on the local amenity and therefore urged the Committee to reject the application.
Mr Holmes was given the opportunity to address the Committee explaining that, although he as just one of 100 people had objected to the application, he did not feel that his views had been properly reported or that his questions and request for deferral had been acknowledged or answered.  He considered that the due process had not been followed.  He expressed concern that the proposed development might help the economy of the factory but it would not help the local people. It would have an effect on house prices. A Travel Plan had not yet been approved, and the possibility of using the port of Lowestoft had not been mentioned. Until alternative means of transport had been identified, and the concerns relating to transport resolved, he did not consider that the development could be accepted.
The Head of Development and Regeneration explained that Mr Proctor, the Local District Member, and Mr Iles a Cantley resident and County Councillor were unable to attend the meeting to address the Committee but had sent in comments which were duly read out. Mr Proctor’s comments had been circulated.

Mr Iles had commented that as a County Council Cabinet member for Economic Development and as a Cantley resident he had a potential conflict of interest. He emphasised the need to promote the use of alternative means of transport in order to reduce the amount of lorry movement and reduce the impact of the development on the local community. He had explored some potential carriers and therefore urged the factory to fully explore the possibility of using barges for transporting the raw cane sugar to the factory.
Mr Proctor, the Local District Council Member, had explained that he was also speaking on behalf of the other ward member for the area.  As part of the Broads landscape since 1912 the factory was an integral part of the community. There was also a high dependency on the factory by the farming community of the wider area.  He therefore did not consider it unreasonable for British Sugar to look to its future at the factory and plan accordingly.  He considered that the proposals were in accordance with policy, and that the environmental issues had been and could be dealt with by appropriate conditions.   He noted that the biggest impact would be in relation to traffic and urged that every effort should be made to implement the mitigation measures proposed. Although he considered that transporting the sugar cane by water from Great Yarmouth would be the ideal method, the final decision was a business matter for British Sugar to determine. His conclusion was that there would be an impact locally which is why everything should be done to ensure that it was mitigated, promises kept, improvements brought in properly, conditions enforced and speed limits kept. He commented that in this unprecedented economic climate, on balance, economic considerations and the long term view should take precedence and therefore he considered that the proposals should be supported. 
Mr Clarke, agent on behalf of British Sugar, supported by Mr Duff from Stirling Maynard, was given the opportunity to address the Committee and explained that although disappointed, the company acknowledged the reasons for the application being considered afresh in the interests of transparency. The concerns of the local community were recognised and he addressed some of the issues in turn.

· It was acknowledged that there would be an increase in HGV traffic but that the total number of vehicle movements in the summer months would be less than when the company was operating a six week out-of-campaign refining process prior to 2002.  The Company intended to have a dedicated fleet of high specification lorries, over which it would have absolute control, to deliver the raw cane sugar. In addition, the Company was prepared to make a substantial contribution to Norfolk County Council Highways Authority to provide mitigation measures to improve safety measures along the B1140 and would work closely with them under a Section 106 Agreement.  It was also prepared to work with the Authority to examine future possibilities of alternative means of transport through a working group set up under a legal agreement and would provide some funds towards a river feasibility study. (However it would be a business decision as to what mode of transport would be used).
· With regard to odour and emissions, those associated with sugar beet would not be present in the raw cane sugar process. The emission models submitted to the Environment Agency indicated no changes to the air quality standard.

· With regard to noise, this would be below those set as acceptable by the World Health Organisation and all would be subject to license specifications.

· With regard to lighting, there would be no high level lighting required for the raw cane sugar refinery, but it would be maintained to the minimum standard required for the safe operation of the factory and would be designed to minimise light intrusion to neighbouring properties.  
· In terms of the visual aspect the proposed building would be sited in the context of the existing factory and there would be appropriate landscaping to mitigate the impact.
Mr Clarke emphasised that British Sugar needed to respond to the changing world market situation and changes in the EU regulations as well as take advantage of the opportunities afforded by the site in order to diversify and thus maintain viability and growth. The company 

considered that the proposals would give economic and environmental benefits, all of which could be achieved without any significant adverse effects on the local community. He requested that the Committee support the proposals and accept the officers’ recommendation of approval.

In answer to some of the points raised by the public speakers, the Solicitor confirmed that there was no obligation on local planning authorities to report all consultee responses verbatim in their reports. With regard to the devaluation of property values, this was not directly a planning consideration but the effect on residential amenity was.  This was addressed in the report. There was no indication that any material planning considerations had been ignored in consideration of the report. With regard to the discharge of the Authority’s duties and functions as stated in the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act, these were considerations which were reflected within the Authority’s policies as stated in the adopted Core Strategy and saved Broads Local Plan. In relation to the question of deferment of the application, he was confident that the Authority had followed the necessary procedures.

In answer to a member’s question in relation to the proposed condition 19, it was clarified that it was intended that there would not be an overlap between the delivery of sugar beet and sugar cane. This condition could be reworded to take account of practicalities.

Members gave the application careful consideration in light of all the comments received. They were mindful that the application had both benefits and impacts and therefore it was necessary to come to a balanced decision, particularly having regard to all material considerations, especially policy CAN1 and the associated criteria.  
The major importance of the Cantley Sugar factory to the local rural agricultural economy was recognised and it was considered that the proposals afforded both economic and environmental benefits which would help to diversify the factory and help to improve the long term viability of the site. The reduction in energy use was also significant.  It was recognised that there would clearly be potential impacts of the development but given all the mitigation measures and provided these could be satisfactorily implemented, it was considered that there would be no “significant” adverse effects. Members therefore accepted the principle of the development.

Members were exceedingly mindful of and sympathetic to the concerns relating to traffic movements and the impact on local amenity. However, the mitigation measures as part of the Section 106 Agreement together with the contribution from British Sugar would help to provide benefits not only to alleviate the impact of  the new proposals but also those of the existing operations of the factory. In particular members urged that pressure should be put upon the Highways Authority and Agency to improve and increase the capacity of the junction of the B1140 with the A47 for the general benefit of other businesses in the area. The fact that the Highways Authority considered that the B1140 and A47 were adequate for the proposed movements led members to the conclusion that there were no grounds to refuse the application on this basis.
However, given that the factory site lay between a river and railway, members considered that the examination of the feasibility of transporting the raw cane sugar via alternative means of transport from Great Yarmouth should be insisted upon and that this should be done within a specific time scale. They were therefore fully in favour of a working group being set up to undertake this task. 
 It was suggested that the Authority and the other local authorities should be far more robust in seeking improvements to the area’s infrastructure and in particular insisting that river and particularly rail transport links be improved. 
In response to the suggestion that Lowestoft be considered as the importation point for the raw cane sugar, a member commented that it was less likely to have a suitable capacity on the basis of the amount required.
Mr Tracey (Norfolk County Council as Highway Authority) clarified that the A47 Trunk Road was the responsibility of the Highways Agency and that the B1140 came under the remit of Norfolk County Council as Highways Authority. The County Council would continue to lobby for improvements to the A47. He emphasised that the Travel Plan and mitigation measures to be implemented would reflect the character of the nature of the impact of the proposed development. He considered that the conditions and mitigation measures suggested would provide a balanced solution. Focus would be on the safety measures being implemented in the first instance prior to structural improvements. 
The Head of Development and Regeneration confirmed that progress had been made to draft terms of reference of a working group which would form part of any legal agreement. It was proposed that this should include the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Committee as the Authority member representatives, as well as representatives from the Great Yarmouth Port Authority, Great Yarmouth Borough Council and representatives from British Sugar who would be integral to the group. Although the group could come up with specific options, it would be for British Sugar as a commercial operator to determine the outcome.    It was necessary at this juncture to assess the application on the basis of the application transporting the raw cane sugar by road.

Having sought reassurances and clarification on a number of factors, particularly relating to highways and environmental impacts, members considered that on balance the application met the criteria set out in the Authority’s policies and should be accepted subject to the proposed conditions appropriately revised and legal agreements.

Mr Mallett proposed, seconded by Dr Gray and it was

RESOLVED unanimously

(i)
that officers be given delegated authority to approve the application subject to:

· the prior completion of a Section 106 Agreement to cover highway matters;
· conditions to cover factors as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes, and that they be modified and varied to take account of practical details; and
· the prior completion of a Section 106 legal agreement to cover the setting up of a joint working group between the Broads Authority and British Sugar to examine the feasibility of transporting raw cane sugar from the port of Great Yarmouth to the Sugar Factory at Cantley by river and/or rail. The working group to submit their conclusions within a set timescale to be agreed; and
(ii)
that, subject to the above, the application is considered to be in accordance with saved Broads Local Plan policies C2, INF1, CAN1, TC4 and adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies CS1, CS2 and CS22.
(2)
BA/2008/0402/FUL Mallow Cottage, The Common (track) Fleggburgh Erection of new double garage, with workshop on the side and studio above

Applicant: Mr Peter Langley

Members had had the opportunity to visit the site on 17 March 2009, a note of which was attached to the report. The Head of Development and Regeneration explained that following that visit and discussions with the applicant, he had decided to withdraw the application. He would be submitting a revised application which altered the location of the proposed double garage.  Therefore there was no need to determine this application as submitted.

RESOLVED


that the withdrawal of the application be noted.

 
(3)
BA/2009/0047FUL Flint Cottage, 34 Riverside, Reedham

Proposed pitched roof extension to existing garage (Resubmission of PP BA/2008/0216/FUL)

Applicant: Mr Nick Blanche

The Planning Assistant explained that the application was a resubmission of a similar application which was refused in 2008. The current application had reduced the height of the roof extension by 0.6 metres in response to one of the reasons for the previous refusal. It was noted that the ridge height would be 5.9 metres (not 5.6 metres as stated in the report). The Planning Assistant drew attention to the relationship of the proposed extension with the buildings within the vicinity. There were no further consultations to be updated.  The scale and height were still considered to be inappropriate in relation to the existing development and considered to result in an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the existing dwelling. It was also considered that it would result in an overdevelopment of the plot and create a dominant and overbearing feature which would adversely impact on neighbour amenity.

Mrs Blanche was given the opportunity to address the Committee on behalf of her son, the applicant who was unable to attend. She explained that the plans had been revised to reduce the ridge height and the apex of the roof to 1 metre above the existing fence. A further reduction would not provide sufficient space for standing room or storage and would therefore negate the purpose of the proposal.  In addition, any such reductions would result in the design being out of keeping with the proportions and design of the existing property. In conclusion, she explained that the applicant had always worked to high standards, following design guides and in accordance with the building regulations required. The materials to be used would be complementary to the existing property and would blend in perfectly. Photographs of the property were circulated to members of the Committee.

The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design commented that the small and modest cottage had already been extended to a large extent taking up a large part of the original curtilage. The concern was the continued development of a rather enclosed site. The proposal was therefore considered to have an adverse incremental impact on the character of the existing building and be an overdevelopment of the plot. Leaving aside the issue of over development, the detailed design would be acceptable. However, there were concerns relating to the dual pitch dormer to the rear, which he considered should be omitted.
Members considered that the proposal was very finely balanced.  Some members considered that the design was attractive and that it was in accordance with Policy B11. However, they were also mindful of the possible impact on the neighbouring property. In addition there was concern about the dual pitch dormer to the rear.

Dr Gray proposed, seconded by Mr Gould, and it was
RESOLVED by 4 votes to 1 against and 2 abstentions

that the application be refused as the pitched roof extension to an existing flat-roofed garage is considered to be contrary to saved policies B11 and H11 of the Broads Local Plan and Policy CS1 of the adopted Core Strategy as set out in the Schedule to these Minutes at Appendix 2.
7/8
Proposed Stokesby with Herringby Conservation Area – Public Meeting and formal Parish Council Response

The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design presented the report on the proposed designation of Stokesby with Herringby as a Conservation Area following consideration at the Planning Committee in May 2008 and the outcome of the public meeting exercise held on 6 January 2009. It was noted that a ballot was issued to members of the community including those outside the proposed boundary which asked whether or not members of the community agreed with the designation of a Conservation Area in Stokesby with Herringby.  Members noted the results of the ballot which indicated 53 votes in favour of designation and 85 against.  It was also noted that a further nine responses following the meeting indicated support.  The Parish Council accepted the decision of the community against designation and formally advised the Authority of this on 12 March 2009.

Although the request for designation first came from the community there had been a clear declaration by the community and their representative body – the Parish Council – that they wished the Authority to abandon the proposed designation.


Members considered the two options: to abandon the proposed designation or to pursue the proposal. In conclusion it was considered that, being mindful of the public opinion and in light of the changes to permitted development rights introduced in November 2008, which strengthened those in relation to national parks and the Broads, it would not be prudent to pursue designation.
A member commented that the Authority had a duty to consider the worthiness of designation, rather than a duty to designate. Given that the designation of Stokesby and Herringby as a Conservation Area would be marginal and any decision finely balanced, the views of the local community carried more weight.

RESOLVED unanimously

that, given the significant majority of public opinion against the designation and the formal Parish Council response accepting the majority view, the Authority abandons the proposal to designate a new Conservation Area at Stokesby with Herringby.

7/9
To answer any formal questions of which due notice has been given


There were no formal questions of which due notice had been given.

7/10
Any Other Items of Business

There were no items of urgent business to be discussed.
7/11
Decisions Made by Officers under Delegated Powers
The Committee received a schedule of decisions made by officers under delegated powers from 24 February 2009 to 24 March 2009.
RESOLVED


that the report be noted. 

7/12
Appeals to the Secretary of State: Update

The Committee received a table showing the position regarding appeals against the Authority since October 2008 as set out in Appendix 1 to the report as well as a summary of the appeal decisions for the year beginning April 2008 ending March 2009.  It was noted that of the nine appeal decisions received, five appeals had been dismissed and four allowed, two of which had been on design grounds.
It was noted that some of the subjects of appeal would be worth viewing as part of the Planning Committee’s Design Quality Tour.

It was understood that the Planning Inspectorate did not have specific Inspectors designated to deal with national park issues but that the Planning Inspectorate had agreed to look into the issue of ensuring that Inspectors were familiar with the special issues involved.
The Planning Policy Officer commented that the question of the degree to which Planning Inspectors were made aware of national park issues had been and was the subject of discussion at the annual meeting with the National Parks’ Heads of Planning.  The Director of Planning and Strategy undertook to raise the matter again at the next meeting.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted.
7/13
Enforcement Update


The Committee received an updated report on enforcement matters already referred to Committee. The Head of Development and Regeneration further reported on the following:


OS 4220 adjacent to North End, Thurlton Unauthorised change of use of agricultural land 

Clearance of the site was slow but progress was being maintained.


Land east of North End, Thorpe next Haddiscoe Unlawful development of land for mobile home and caravan

Compliance had been achieved as the caravan had been removed. The Authority is continuing with prosecution in order to retrieve costs.


Cotman Meadow, Ferry Lane, Postwick. Unauthorised excavation of fishing lake and construction of trackway


Lake filled in. Some heaps of topsoil still remain. Track still to be removed.

Land at Dilham Mooring Unauthorised erection of Terracing walls, Car Park Area and Paving Slabs.


Appeal received.


Land at Wayford Mill, Wayford Bridge.

The Head of Development and Regeneration reminded members of the case where the Authority had taken direct action to remove 7,000 tons of soil which had been illegally deposited on land at Wayford Mill, Wayford Bridge. The Authority had duly billed the landowner for the removal of the soil but had not received payment. The Head of Development and Regeneration had attended court on 30 and 31 March and 2 April 2009 where the Judge had found in favour of the Authority stating that it was legitimately entitled to recover costs of £137,000 plus interest.  The Judge had stated that over the seven years of the process the landowner could have removed the soil but had continued to obstruct the Authority in its public duty.

Members welcomed the decision. Although the judgement was satisfactory, the Authority was not happy to have been forced into such a position.
RESOLVED

that the report be noted. 

7/14
Date of Next Meeting


It was noted that the next meeting of the Planning Committee would be held on Friday 1 May 2009 at 10.00am at Dragonfly House, 2 Gilders Way, Norwich.  
The meeting concluded at 1.45 pm

CHAIRMAN
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APPENDIX 2
Decisions on Planning Applications considered by the Planning Committee on 3 April 2009
	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2008/ 0307/FUL

Cantley
	Land to east of British Sugar Factory, Station Road, Cantley
	British Sugar plc
	Proposed construction of new Evaporator plant as part of energy reduction scheme plus construction of new buildings and plant for processing of raw sugar, including associated hard paving, external lightning and relocation of coal and Limex stockpiles. New buildings to be sited on area currently occupied by contractor’s compound and will be accompanied by new screening and landscaping proposals

	Decision unanimous

(i)
Delegated authority to officers to approve the application subject to the prior completion of a Section 106 Agreement relating to highway matters (including interim travel plan, off-site highway works, road safety measures, review of speed limits, crash barrier, construction traffic management plan, raw sugar delivery management and routing plan) as well as conditions to cover:
· standard time limit;

· in accordance with submitted plans;

· flood risk and drainage conditions;

· highways conditions;

· environmental conditions relating to monitoring of Limpenhoe Marshes SSSI, Method Statements for infilling of marsh drain and creation of wetland to provide mitigation measures to accommodate water voles and diving beetles;

· landscaping conditions;

· scheme for noise mitigation;

· details of materials;

· lighting scheme;

· details of parking scheme for eight additional cars;

· scheme for height and surface area of coal and Limex stockpiles; and 
· no delivery of raw sugar shall take place on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

(ii)
The prior completion of a Section 106 Legal Agreement to cover the setting up of a joint working group of British Sugar and the Broads Authority to examine the feasibility of transporting raw cane sugar from the port of Great Yarmouth to the Sugar Factory at Cantley by river and/or rail. The working group to submit their conclusions within a set timescale to be agreed.
Reason for Decision:
Subject to conditions to cover the above, the application is considered to be in accordance with saved Broads Local Plan policies C2, INF1, CAN1, TC4 and adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies CS1, CS2 and CS22.
This is an industrial operation on an industrial site and its location within the Broads is something of an historic anomaly. The factory is, however, part of the Broads landscape. The proposed development will not significantly change any of the existing impacts but may instead protect the viability of the site against wider changes which might in themselves be of more detriment locally.  

Norfolk County Council as the Highways Authority and the Highways Agency advise that the proposed route is adequate to cater for the additional traffic. The proposed improvements as part of the application along the B1140 to be included within the Section 106 Agreement will address the concerns raised.




	Ref No /Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2008/0402/FUL
Fleggburgh
	Mallow Cottage, The Common (track)

	Mr P Langley
	Erection of new double garage, with workshop on the side and studio above.

	Application withdrawn


	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2009/0047/FUL
Resubmission of BA/2008/0216/FUL

Reedham
	Flint Cottage
34 Riverside, 
	Mr N Blanche
	Proposed pitched roof extension to existing garage

	Decision by 4 votes to 1 with 2 abstentions
Refuse as the proposal is considered to be over-development of the plot , would
detract from the character of the original dwelling, have an adverse visual impact on
 the dwelling, surrounding area and Broads’ landscape and result in an overbearing

 feature that would adversely impact on adjoining occupiers.

Reason for Recommendation

The proposed pitched roof extension to an existing flat-roofed garage is considered
 to be contrary to saved policies B11 and H11 of the Broads Local Plan and policy
 CS1 of the adopted Core Strategy.  



SAB/HB/RG/mins/pc030409/p1of19/080509

