Broads Authority

Planning Committee 

Minutes of the meeting held on 17 July 2009
Present:

Dr J M Gray – in the Chair

	Mrs S Blane

Mrs E A Burrows
Mr N Dixon

Mr S Dorrington

Mr C Gould


	Mr G W Jermany

Dr J S Johnson 

Mr A S Mallett

Mr J Sharpe


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

Mrs A Long – Director of Planning and Strategy

Ms C Smith – Head of Development and Regeneration

Miss K Wood – Planning Assistant

Members of the public in attendance who spoke:

	04/07/0084 (BA/2007/0051/HISTAPP Land at Cremorne Lane, Norwich

	Mr J Fuller
Mr J Quinlan

Mr Simon Barnard
	On behalf of applicant

Architect on behalf of applicant

Objector (Atkinsons) Norwich Power House LL

	
	

	BA/2009/0127/FUL Mallow Cottage, The Common, Fleggburgh

	Mr Peter Langley
Ms Hannah Hill
	Applicant

Objector

	
	


11/1
Welcome and Apologies for Absence 
The Vice-Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced members and officers. He explained the composition of the Planning Committee which at present had 13 members comprised of five elected members from District Councils, two elected members from Norfolk County Council, five members appointed by the Secretary of State and one member of the Navigation Committee.   In particular he welcomed three new members to the Committee: Mrs Sholeh Blane appointed by the Secretary of State, Mr Nigel Dixon appointed by Norfolk County Council and Mr George Jermany appointed by Great Yarmouth Borough Council.
Apologies for absence were received from Mr M C Broom, Mr A Duce and 

Ms C Sheridan (Chair).
11/2
Declarations of Interest
Members expressed declarations of interest as set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes. 

11/3
Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 19 June 2009 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 

11/4
Points of Information arising from the Minutes


There were no points of information arising from the minutes.

11/5
To note whether any items have been proposed as matters of urgent business


No items of urgent business were proposed.
11/6
Chairman’s Announcements and Introduction to Public Speaking

(1)
Fire Regulations
The Chairman gave notice of the Fire Regulations.

(2)
Staff: Planning Officer
Andrew Fillmore left the Authority on Friday 10 July. Interviews were held on Tuesday 14 July and seven were interviewed out of 29 applications.  An appointment was due to be made today.

(3)
Planning Committee Members Site Visit
The Chairman announced that it was intended to hold a Members Planning Committee site visit at the end of the summer. The purpose would be to review specific developments, take account of certain policy issues and consider other matters of particular interest to members. If members had any specific sites or issues they wished to view, could they inform the Administrative Officer. (Although it was suggested that 29 September would be a possibility, it will be necessary to arrange an alternative date to ensure the availability of key officers).
(4)
RTPI Summer School
The Chairman announced that the RTPI Summer School for Members was due to be held on 4 - 8 September 2009 at Exeter University.
Topics include Planning and Propriety, Tourism and Economic Development, Community Encouragement and Impact of Climate Change.  New members were encouraged to attend. 
Anyone interested, was requested to speak to the Administrative Officer. (Sholeh Blane indicated her wish to attend).  
(5)
RTPI Regional One Day Conference for Members and Officers: Update to be held in Ely
The one day conference run by the RTPI was due to be held on Tuesday 20 October 2009 at the Maltings, Ely.  This would give an update on current planning issues and would run from 9.30am to 4.30pm. Anyone interested was requested to speak to the Administrative Officer. 

(6)
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. 
11/7 
Requests to Defer Applications included in this Agenda
It was noted that no formal requests for a deferral had been received.

11/8
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) 04/07/0084 BA/2007/0051/HISTAPP Land at Cremorne Lane,
Norwich 
Erection of 44 Residential Units (Amended Proposal)
Applicant: National Grid Properties and John Investments Ltd.
Dr Johnson declared an interest in the application and absented himself from the debate.
In giving a detailed presentation of the application, the Head of Development and Regeneration explained that this was the resubmission of an application originally submitted in 2006 and which was subsequently withdrawn on the grounds of prematurity. It had been re-submitted at the beginning of 2007 and held in abeyance in order to clarify and resolve a number of issues of prematurity. It was noted that the original proposal had been for 52 residential units which was now reduced to 44 and that a proposal such as this was unusual for the Broads area. 

A correction was made to paragraph 1.7 where parking would be provided for 49 vehicles (not 43) allowing 1 space per property. The development included a mixture of properties together with 13 (30%) allocated for affordable housing which would mostly be spread around the site in order that the tenure would remain blind. The scheme was to be built to Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3.  The scheme was modern in design and tried to pick up on the railway heritage of the site. An ecological survey of the site had been undertaken and the grass snakes found, relocated. At present the site was covered in sand to prevent their return.

With regard to consultations, those within the report related to those received since the final revised plans had been submitted. The Head of Development and Regeneration further reported that the Highways Authority was now satisfied that the scheme would adequately serve the 44 dwellings to be provided.  Further comments had been received from the Whitlingham Charitable Trust stating that, since the possible development potential of the site had long been recognised and there was no conflict with the Regional Spatial Strategy or the Broads Plan, the Trust raised no objection in principle.  However given that any development would inevitably add to pressures in the area, the Trust wished to reiterate its concern that, if there were to be a new pedestrian/cycle bridge to the Country Park, such intensification would only add to the increasing demands on the management of the sensitive recreation area and this needed to be taken into account when the relationship between housing development and any new links were considered. In addition, given the impact on the river frontage, it would be important that the development did not detract from but enhanced the character and appearance of the area.
A further three letters of objection had been received on behalf of Power House expressing concern that, were planning permission to be granted, this could prejudice the development of the adjacent site and therefore they were objecting on the grounds of prematurity.
The Head of Development and Regeneration emphasised that, the main policy of relevance and to take into account was Policy NOR1 of the saved Broads Local Plan, particularly taking account of criteria (b) relating to measures for enhancing the river frontage and public access and (d) relating to any proposal for partial redevelopment which would not prejudice the satisfactory implementation of a comprehensive scheme for the site as a whole.  This was particularly relevant in relation to the Utilities site which bounded the site on the south over the railway line. She explained the issues, constraints and uncertainties relating to the redevelopment of the Utilities site, many of which were identified in a report by Buro Happold on behalf of the Greater Norwich Development Partnership. The aim had been to provide a masterplan, but this had been put on hold.  The recent advice from the City Council was that, given the uncertainties over the Utilities and Deal Ground site, it was no longer appropriate to maintain an objection to this particular application. The principle was acceptable and in accordance with National Planning Policy Statement 3 Housing.  
With regard to layout, mix and design of the units, officers were satisfied that the level of open space was acceptable and appropriate although there could be a requirement of a commuted sum towards the maintenance of Carey’s Meadow on the eastern side of the site, of which the Authority was very protective. In addition, details on the maintenance of the open space were to be finalised. As the Authority did not have specific density policies, it had relied on advice from the City Council and the proposed number of units was not inappropriate. The City Council was also satisfied with the negotiated layout for waste collection points.
The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design also confirmed that, from a design perspective, the layout and design with the variations in height and gaps giving sights of Carey’s Meadow and Whitlingham Country Park were appropriate.

With regard to the provision and management of social housing, the Authority was still in negotiation with the City Council and this would be covered within any legal agreement with the developers. Likewise, the social impact on amenity, such as schools and medical facilities, had been discussed with the city and county councils which considered that the appropriate levels of facilities were adequate and that the contribution from the developer would be calculated according to a set formula and be part of any legal agreement.
The access to the site was acceptable and not considered to have an adverse impact on amenity. On this basis and bearing in mind the contents of criteria (b) of Policy NOR1, the application was considered acceptable subject to conditions requiring further information and a Section 106 Agreement between the Authority, Norfolk County Council, the City Council and the developer.
Mr Barnard, on behalf of the objectors Norwich Power House, was given the opportunity to address the Committee based on a statement which had been circulated to members and followed on from a letter from Richard Atkinson, Director of CgMs Consulting. He considered that the building of housing on the land to the north of the Utilities site presented a major risk to its strategic development and the current application would be piecemeal and inappropriate and compromise the wider regeneration proposals. He strongly urged the Committee to defer the application for six months on the grounds of prematurity and advocated collective working with the applicant to provide a more unified solution with the Utilities and Deal Ground site.
The Director of Planning and Strategy emphasised that:

· there were uncertainties relating to the Deal Ground and Utilities site;

·  no planning application for it existed at this stage and was unlikely to be submitted before September 2010; and

· there was no agreed masterplan and were indicative schemes only.  
It was not considered that development of this site would prejudice development of the Utilities site.

Mr Fuller, on behalf of the applicant, explained that the application site was within private ownership.  In order to address the prematurity argument, discussions had taken place with the Environment Agency, Norwich City, the Broads Authority, South Norfolk Council and Broadland District Council.  All parties agreed that the prematurity argument was now not appropriate. Before submitting the current application, considerable discussions had been held with the consultants, Buro Happold, about various preferred options.
Members gave careful consideration to the proposal before them. They considered that the critical argument was whether the development of this site would impact on the developability of the Utilities site. 

Some members had some reservations given that it was a very strategic site adjacent to another where there was possibly considerable potential. There was also some concern that there appeared to be gaps within the proposal which had not yet been finalised.
However, others considered that the railway was a natural barrier in itself and that development of the site would not adversely affect links to the Utilities ground. It was considered therefore, that arguments of prematurity would be extremely difficult to justify.  It was noted that there was a significant lack of social housing within Norwich and that this scheme would make a considerable contribution, particularly as it was inclusive, provided some affordable housing and would be developing a brownfield site.  The development in itself was considered to be appropriate and acceptable and, subject to the details being resolved and tied up and appropriate conditions imposed together with a legal agreement covering developer contributions, the application could be approved.
Mr Mallett proposed, seconded by Mr Sharpe, and
RESOLVED by 4 votes to 3 with one abstention
that delegated authority be given to officers to approve the application subject to conditions and a legal agreement as set out in the schedule to these minutes at Appendix 2, as the application is then considered to be in accordance with Regional Spatial Strategy Policy (particularly ENG1), Adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies, (particularly CS1, CS7, CS21 and CS24), saved Broads Local Plan Policies (particularly NOR1 and H1) and City of Norwich Local Plan 2004 Policies.
(2) BA/2009/0127/FUL Mallow Cottage, The Common, Fleggburgh 

Erection of new double garage, with studio above and also two garden sheds. One to be used as a workshop and one to replace an existing garden shed

Applicant: Mr Peter Langley

Some members had had the opportunity of a site visit for a previous application at the site on 17 March 2009, which had been withdrawn.  The Planning Assistant explained that the current application involved relocating the proposed double garage with studio to the eastern side of the cottage away from the large hedge which formed the boundary with Marzipan Cottage to the west. Since the site visit a new hedge had been planted to the rear boundary of the property. The Planning Assistant gave a description of the proposed development, illustrating the relationship with the surrounding area particularly in the context of the neighbouring property. All those who had been consulted on the original application had been re-consulted.
Fleggburgh Parish Council objected to the revised plans, although it had not objected to the original plans provided the neighbours were in agreement.

Miss Hill, the owner of Marzipan Cottage to the west of the application site, was given the opportunity to address the Committee outlining her strong objections to the proposal on the grounds that it did not follow the guidelines within the Authority’s Core Strategy or the Local Plan. She did not consider that the proposed development would preserve or enhance the character of the property or the area which was a special place to be protected from inappropriate change.  The relocation of the garage was to be welcomed, but it was considered that the height could be more discreet. She urged that the plans should be reconsidered by members having regard to the impact on the character of the area.
Mr Langley, the applicant, was then given the opportunity to address the Committee stating the intentions for the development of the property, explaining that the development was for his own and his family’s personal use with friends to enjoy in privacy.  He clarified that the studio above the garage was to be used by himself as a study and would be sufficiently near the house not to require additional facilities requiring drainage. Recognising the special nature of the area, and conscious of the responsibility to the area in which they now lived, he had addressed the earlier preferences of the Planning Officer in moving the proposed garage and felt that they had done more to comply with the wishes of others than might have been generally expected in order to meet that responsibility. 
In answer to members’ questions, the Head of Cultural Heritage and Design commented that the resiting of the garage and its overall design was acceptable and that lowering the pitch of the roof even further would compromise the whole area since the existing properties had high pitches. The materials to be used would be critical. 

Members considered that the applicant had undertaken amendments and complied with that which had been requested by the Authority, particularly with regard to the siting of the garage, and that this should not impinge on the neighbour’s amenity. Lowering the roof pitch even more could have a greater detrimental impact on the scheme, since this would not be in keeping with the main property.

RESOLVED unanimously
that the application be approved subject to conditions as set out in the schedule to these minutes at Appendix 2 as the proposal is considered to be in accordance with saved Policies B11, C12 and H11 of the adopted Broads Local Plan and Policy CS1 of the adopted Core Strategy.

(3) BA/2008/0140/CU Ferry Marina Ltd, Ferry Road, Horning

Change of use from café and swimming pool to café and chandlers with external boat sales area
Applicant: Ferry Marina Ltd
The Planning Assistant in presenting the application updated members on consultations received since the report had been written:

· Highways Authority – no objection.

Although members considered the loss of such a visitor facility was regrettable, its unviability and eventual closure could result in a derelict building. It was therefore considered important to provide for productive use of the building while still supporting the local tourist industry. In addition, given that there were sufficient swimming pool facilities within the area, although disappointing, it was noted that there were insufficient grounds to refuse the application and that on balance the proposal was considered acceptable.
RESOLVED unanimously

that the application be approved subject to conditions including two additional conditions relating to parking facilities and flood risk assessment as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes as the application is not considered to be contrary to policy and is in accordance with national policies and the general policies of the Broads Local Plan and adopted Core Strategy. 

11/9
Update on Tree Preservation Order Review: Confirmation of New Tree Preservation Orders


The Committee received a report which gave an update on progress on the programme for identification of trees worthy of preservation and protection by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO), as agreed at the Planning Committee meeting on 1 May 2009.  Members noted that this formed one of the Strategic Priorities for the Authority. The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design reminded members of the background to the programme, as well as the procedures for consideration of objections, particularly for the benefit of new members. He also reported that it was hoped to work in association with the tree wardens within the Districts, working in parallel with our partner local authorities. As one of the steps in this process, a successful meeting had been held on 16 July with 16 tree parish wardens all of whom had been enthusiastic.
 It was noted that the programme of review of the existing TPOs was complete and that 31 of the revised Orders (as previously agreed by the Committee) had been re-issued on 7 July 2009. It was also noted that the programme of new designation was ongoing and that some of the planning officers had received training on the criteria based approach to assessing the suitability of trees for preservation. Should officers identify such trees they would report these to the arboricultural consultant for further assessment and possible designation.   It was clarified that when a TPO was issued, this was usually delivered personally and a full information pack explaining the implications and ramifications of the order were also provided. The arboricultural consultant would then provide the owners with any further explanations and advice required.
The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design gave descriptions of the two Tree Preservation Orders before the Committee for confirmation, following the necessary issuing of the orders and consultation period.  These related to two sites at Old Hall, 2 Church Road, Reedham and Paston, Meadow Drive, Hoveton. He confirmed that no objections had been received.
Members considered that it would be helpful to have sight of the criteria required for assessing the suitability of trees for preservation and that the Planning Committee Design Quality site visit should include tree(s) which are subject of a TPO.


RESOLVED

(1) that the following two Tree Preservation Orders be confirmed:

BA/2009/0022/TPO The Old Hall, 2 Church Road, Reedham. Consisting of six Sycamore, five Beech, one Lime, one London Plane and one Ash;
BA/2009/0038/TPO Paston, Meadow Drive, Hoveton. Consisting of one Willow and one Alder;
(2) that the continuing programme of review and designation of trees worthy of protection as previously agreed be noted and that confirmation of any new orders will be a matter to be determined by the Planning Committee.
11/10
Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Management Plan


The Director of Planning and Strategy presented a report which outlined the contents of the Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Management Plan 2009-2014, prepared by the Norfolk Coast Partnership made up of relevant local authorities and other public bodies. It was noted that since part of the AONB was co-designated with the Broads Authority area, the Authority was part of the Norfolk Coast Partnership which existed to manage the area. The Authority was represented on the Partnership by the Director of Conservation and Countryside Management.   


It was noted that the six integrated themes of the Plan were similar to those being considered for the review of the Broads Plan and therefore much of the document was complementary to that of the Broads Authority.  It was also noted that alongside the Plan the Norfolk Coast project was proposing a Memorandum of Understanding between the main partners, to which the Broads Authority was a signatory.


Members welcomed the Management Plan and the main themes and objectives, and noted that geodiversity was also included. It was suggested that within the section Landscape, Biodiversity and Geodiversity, under L1.3 and L2.2 geodiversity be specified, as in the title.


RESOLVED

(1) that the contents of the AONB Management Plan 2009 – 2014 be noted; and 


RECOMMENDED to the full Authority 

(2) that the Broads Authority adopt and sign up to the AONB Management Plan 2009 – 2014 and new Memorandum of Understanding and continue to be represented on the Core Management Group. 
11/11
Enforcement of Planning Control: Enforcement Items for Consideration:
(1)
Removal of unauthorised caravan: Land and Windmill Cottage, Haddiscoe


The Committee received a report concerning the unauthorised siting of a caravan on land adjacent to Windmill Cottage Boarding Kennels, Church Road, Haddiscoe.  It was noted that no planning permission existed for any development and no planning permission had been sought for the storage of or residential use of the caravans/mobile homes on the site. Any such development of the site on the basis of the available evidence was considered to be contrary to Policy H2 and Policy B11. The site was not in an area where the Authority would wish to permit such a use in the open countryside where national and local  policies advised that such development was inappropriate.

RESOLVED
(i) that an Enforcement Notice be served requiring the removal of the caravan from the site and that a compliance period of one month be given from the date the Notice takes effect;

(ii) that delegated authority be given for prosecution should there be non-compliance with the Enforcement Notice.

 (2)
Use of old site office as a residential dwelling: Thorpe Island, “East End”, Norwich


The Committee received a report concerning the serving of an Enforcement Notice on the landowner and interested parties for the unauthorised use of the former Hearts Cruisers site office on Thorpe Island as a residential dwelling.  Authority had been given by the Chairman of the Planning Committee, under the necessary delegated procedures, to serve the Enforcement Notice. This was served on 19 June 2009 with a compliance period of three months from the date of the Notice taking effect.  No planning permission existed for the use of the building for residential purposes and this was not an area where the Authority would wish to permit such a use.

RESOLVED


that the Chairman’s action be endorsed and the report be noted.
11/12
Enforcement Update


The Committee received an updated report on enforcement matters already referred to Committee.  The Head of Development and Regeneration further reported on:
(1)
Thorpe Island Marina, West Side of Thorpe Island, Norwich
An application had been submitted for the marina and a report would be coming to a future meeting of the Planning Committee.

(2)
Land at Dilham Moorings: Unauthorised erection of terracing walls, car park area and paving slabs

Following an appeal against the Enforcement Notice by the plot owner, a hearing was due to take place in November 2009.

(3)
Wayford Mill

In response to a member’s question, the Head of Development and Regeneration explained that the issues relating to land at Wayford Mill were no longer subject of the enforcement report since the enforcement action had been completed, the soil reinstated and prosecution had been successful.  The case was now a civil matter and in relation to charges would be considered in the High Court within the next week.


RESOLVED

that the report be noted. 

11/13
Consultation Documents Update

The Committee received a report together with a schedule of Consultation Documents received by the Authority since June 2009. It indicated when the documents were received, the due response date, the level of the response, whether officer or committee, and when the response was sent. 

RESOLVED:

(i) that the report be noted; and
(ii) that the proposed responses to the consultation documents from North Norfolk District Council on the Site Specific Proposals Document, National Express on the Timetables for Metro, Mainline and Rural Services as well as the Changes to Service Level Equipment, and the response to the Government Office for the East of England, East of England Development Agency and East of England Regional Assembly on the draft East of England Implementation Plan was noted and endorsed.
11/14
Decisions Made by Officers under Delegated Powers
The Committee received a schedule of decisions made by officers under delegated powers from 12 May 2009 to 9 June 2009.
RESOLVED


that the report be noted. 
11/15
Appeals to the Secretary of State: Update

The Committee received a table showing the position regarding appeals against the Authority since January 2009 as set out in Appendix 1 to the report. 

RESOLVED

that the report be noted.
11/16
Decisions on Appeal to the Secretary of State:
The Committee received a report on the decision of the Secretary of State on the following appeal:
Richardsons Ltd: Land at Stalham Staithe, Stalham concerning the Authority’s refusal of permission for the use of a site for the parking of static caravans. The Inspector upheld the Authority’s decision and the appeal was dismissed.


RESOLVED


that the report be noted.

. 

11/17
Date of Next Meeting


It was noted that the next meeting of the Planning Committee would be held on Friday 14 August 2009 at 10.00am at Dragonfly House, 2 Gilders Way, Norwich following a Special Meeting of the full Authority.
The meeting concluded at 1.15pm
CHAIRMAN








APPENDIX 1

	Code of Conduct for Members

	

	Declaration of Interests

	

	Committee:  
Planning Committee        

	

	Date: 

17 July  2009

	

	Name

Please Print
	Agenda Item No(s)
	Nature of Interest

(Please describe the nature 

of the interest)
	Please tick here if the interest is a Prejudicial

interest

(

	Mr G W Jermany
	
	Elected member of Great Yarmouth Borough Council
	

	Mr A S Mallett
	11/12
	Norwich Frostbite Sailing Club. Member will leave if item discussed.
	(

	Mr C Gould
	11/8 
	Member of GNDP (Greater Norwich Development Partnership) and South Norfolk Council.
	

	Mr N Dixon
	General
	Norfolk County Council
	

	Mr S Dorrington 
	General
	Toll payer and member of Norfolk County Council.
	

	Dr J S Johnson
	11/8(1)
	Working on GNDP (Greater Norwich Development Partnership) – supported project possible funding competition for “Utilities Site” proposals. 
	(


APPENDIX 2
Decisions on Planning Applications considered by the Planning Committee on 17 July  2009
	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	04/07/0084 BA/2007/0051/HISTAPP Land at Cremorne Lane, Norwich
	Land at Cremorne Lane, Norwich
	National Grid Properties and John Investments Ltd

	Erection of 44 Residential Units (Amended Proposal)




	Reason for Decision
Subject to the above, the application is considered to be in accordance with Regional Spatial Strategy Policy (particularly ENG1), Adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies, (particularly CS1, CS7, CS21 and CS24), saved Broads Local Plan Policies (particularly NOR1and H1) and City of Norwich Local Plan 2004 Policies. 




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2009/0127/FUL
Fleggburgh
	Mallow

Cottage, 
The Common, Fleggburgh
	Mr Peter Langley
	Erection of new double garage, with studio above and also two garden sheds. One to be used as a workshop and one to replace an existing garden shed (Re-submission of BA/2008/0402/FUL)


	Decision by 8 votes to 0
Approve subject to conditions:

· standard time limit;

· in accordance with amended plans submitted;

· garage and sheds restricted to purposes incidental to and in connection with the use of Mallow Cottage as a dwelling house;

· notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking, amending or re-enacting that Order) no development permitted by Schedule 2, Part 1, Classes A, B, C D and E shall take place within the curtilage of the dwellinghouse known as Mallow Cottage, unless planning permission has been first granted by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason for Decision
The application is considered to be in accordance with saved Policies B11, C12 and
 H11 of the adopted Broads Local Plan and policy CS1 of the adopted Core 
Strategy.




	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2008/0140/CU Ferry Marina Ltd, Ferry Road, Horning


	Ferry Road, Horning


	Ferry Marina Ltd


	Change of use from café

and swimming pool to

café and chandlers with

external boat sales area


	Decision unanimous:

Approved subject to conditions covering the following:
· standard time limit;

· in accordance with plans; 

· removal of change of use permitted development rights;

· parking facilities; and
· flood risk assessment .
Reason for Decision
The change of use application is not considered to be contrary to policy and is in 
accordance with national policy, the general policies of the Broads Local Plan and 
adopted Core Strategy.
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