Broads Authority

Planning Committee 

Minutes of the meeting held on 20 June 2008

Present:

Ms C Sheridan – in the Chair

	Mrs E A Burrows

Mr S Dorrington

Mr C Gould 
Mr A J Gunson
	Dr J S Johnson

Mr A S Mallett

Mr J Sharpe

Mr D W Thompson


In Attendance:


Mrs S A Beckett – Administrative Officer  

Mr A Fillmore – Planning Officer

Mr B Hogg – Head of Cultural Heritage and Design

Ms F Croxen  – Legal Services, Norfolk County Council

Ms G Morgan – Director of Planning and Strategy

Mrs L Penn – Planning Assistant

Ms C Smith – Head of Development and Regeneration 

   Members of the public in attendance who spoke

	
	

	Mr C Driver
	Application BA/2008/0158 /FUL and BA/2008/159/CON 32 Puddingmoor Beccles.  Agent for applicant. 


	Mr P Catchpole
	Application BA/2007/0316/OUT Broadland Holiday Village. Objector to the application.



	Mr S Wheatman
	Application BA/2007/0316/OUT.  Agent for applicant.


115
Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Mr M C Broom, Mr A Duce and Prof R K Turner.
116
Declarations of Interest
Members expressed declarations of interest as set out in Appendix 1 to these minutes. 

117
Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 23 May 2008 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

118
Chairman’s Announcements and Introduction to Public Speaking

The Chairman introduced members and officers. 
(1) 
RTPI Summer School for Elected Members 
The Chairman referred to the email that had been sent to everyone concerning the RTPI Summer School for Elected Members. This was to be held at the University of St Andrews, Fife, Scotland from 29 August to 2 September 2008.  If any member was interested, please could they inform the Administrative Officer who had more details.

(2) 
Public Speaking
The Chairman reminded everyone that the scheme for public speaking was in operation for consideration of planning applications, details of which were contained in the Code of Conduct for Members and Officers.  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.
119
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 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/2007/0265/FUL Fleet Farm, Berney Marshes, Great Yarmouth
Rebuild of existing barn
Applicant: Fleet Farm


The Planning Officer explained that the application was for retrospective permission for the retention of a building which was a replacement of a previous agricultural barn in the middle of Halvergate Marshes. He updated members on consultations received since the report had been written; Halvergate Parish Council and the Broads Society did not wish to object.
The barn was of a slightly bigger footprint than the original one on site and had an increased height. However, the difference in scale could not be assessed due to the lack of information on the previous barn which had already been demolished.  The principle of the barn was acceptable and its use of traditional vertical timber boards and metal sheet roof matched the existing buildings on site.  Although within an area of open countryside and the unit was more of a small holding than as an active main agricultural holding, it was considered that the barn was appropriate to its setting and would not detract significantly from the landscape, particularly when viewed from a distance across the marshes.
Members did not look favourably on the retrospective nature of the application.  However, it was recognised that it was important to view the overall context of the proposal, consider its impact on the visual amenity and whether the proposal was appropriate and in keeping with the character of the area. It was noted that the Weavers Way footpath was in the vicinity and the complex could be viewed from it.  Some members were concerned that the scale and size of the barn was not really warranted given the nature of the operation of the existing unit.  However, other members considered that when the complex was viewed from a distance there was not an undue intrusion into the visual amenity of the landscape. There had been some concern that the barn could be used for commercial activities not associated with agriculture and therefore there should be a specific condition imposed to limit its use. 
Mr Mallett proposed, seconded by Mr Dorrington and it was 

RESOLVED by 5 votes to 3
that the application be approved subject to conditions as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes, including a condition restricting the use of the barn to agricultural purposes, as the application is in accordance with saved Policy B11 of the Broads Local Plan (1997) and Policy CS1 of the adopted Broads Core Strategy.

The Director of Planning and Strategy reported that since the report had been written, the Norfolk and Suffolk Structure Plans had now been replaced by the Regional Spatial Strategy.  A briefing would be provided for members at a future meeting.

(2)
BA/2008/0158/FUL and BA/2007/0159/CON 32 Puddingmoor, Beccles

Proposed demolition of existing dwelling and two replacement dwellings

Applicant:  Mr and Mrs T Robertson 

In presenting the application, the Planning Officer pointed out that the site was within a Conservation Area and the existing dwelling, proposed to be demolished, had been built in the late 1960s/ early 1970s where previously there had been a terrace of three cottages.  Its modern form and external red brick material was considered to be wholly out of character with the neighbouring Grade 11 listed buildings.  The proposed replacement dwellings, with the suggested materials, rendering and cladding, would be more in keeping and could provide an enhancement and complement the Conservation Area. 

Mr Craig Driver, the agent for the applicant, was given the opportunity to address the Committee.  He explained that the existing property had been in his client’s ownership since 1974 and, having been a building of its time, it was acknowledged that it did not fit in with the character of the area.  It had suffered from notable subsidence, hence the current application which had been the result of negotiations with the Authority’s Planning Officers.  The aim was to fit in with the street scene, provide a positive contribution to the area, reflect the materials as well as provide some elements of contrast. He confirmed that it was intended to include environmentally sustainable elements such as rainwater harvesting and solar panels. He considered that the resulting proposal would be an acceptable development for a Conservation Area.

Members expressed some concern about the provision of parking.  However, it was noted that the development did include provision for parking and there was street parking available.  It was noted that the views of the Beccles Town Council and Beccles Society appeared to be at variance.

It was noted that the Local District Member had requested a site visit. However, members considered that the presentation and information provided by officers was sufficient to make a decision.


The Head of Cultural Heritage and Design commented that the development would contribute to the street scene. The fenestration pattern would give the building a contemporary feel. The materials would need careful detailing but it was considered that the proposal would provide a welcome contribution to the Conservation Area.

The Committee concurred with the officers’ assessment and considered that the proposed development would provide a distinctive and pleasing  contribution to the street scene in keeping with and an enhancement to the Conservation Area.

Mr Mallett proposed, seconded by Mr Sharpe and it was 


RESOLVED unanimously


that planning permission and Conservation Area consent be granted subject to conditions as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes as the application is considered to be in accordance with Policy CS24 of the adopted Core Strategy and saved Policies H1, B1 and B7 of the Broads Local Plan.
(3)
BA/2007/0316/0UT Land South of Marsh Lane, Oulton Broad, Lowestoft 

Erection of 53 Timber Holiday Lodges

Applicant:  Mrs C Coe 

In presenting the report, the Head of Development and Regeneration emphasised that this was an outline application and therefore the principle of the development was the key issue for consideration. She explained the difference between outline and full applications, explaining that normally for outline applications all detailed matters such as highways would be reserved. However, in this instance the access arrangements on to Marsh Lane were included, details of which were shown.  Another key issue related to the existing old permissions on the site for 55 static caravans with restrictions on seasonal use, 10 touring caravans and 4 tents which technically could be implemented, although the site on which they had been situated had been cleared and had been managed as grassland for seven years or more. An arboricultural assessment had been submitted with the application. It was noted that there was a high level of local objection to the proposals.

Mr Catchpole, Chairman of the Broadland Holiday Village, was given the opportunity to explain his objection, which related mainly to the access of which photographs were circulated.  The Holiday Village was controlled by a limitation on numbers using the leisure facilities due to the difficulties of the access from Marsh Lane on to Bridge Road.  The proposed approach to the development would be via Marsh Lane and through the Holiday Village which was a private access.  He referred to Policy OB3, where development which would lead to increased traffic on Marsh Road would not be permitted.  He explained that even though the  caravan site had not been used over the last 7-8 years, the volume of traffic in the Oulton Broad vicinity had increased. There was no objection to the principle of the proposed development provided that a different access could be used. The objection was to the use of Marsh Lane and the private road which it was considered would lead to an increase in traffic and be a danger to both vehicles and pedestrians.

Mr Wheatman was given the opportunity to speak on behalf of the applicants and referred to the letter which had been circulated to members and which commented on various points made in the officer’s report. He commented that the Broad View Caravan Park had been in existence for over 60 years, with vehicular access to the site from the Beccles Road.  In 1999 the caravans were removed and the landowners regained possession from the leaseholders. It was felt that overall the number of lodges would mean a total reduction in vehicular movements over the season. He acknowledged the situation concerning the access, and was seeking to produce a development which would reduce the holiday accommodation and spread the occupancy throughout the year.  The application site was one of the most sustainable locations within the area being adjacent to the railway station, near bus routes and within walking distance of the retail and leisure facilities of Oulton Broad.  He urged members to grant consent as he considered that the proposed lodge development would offer the opportunity to provide a high quality development with excellent sustainable credentials in accordance with the Authority’s emerging policies relating to sustainable tourism.

The Head of Development and Regeneration gave an update on consultations and further information.

· The Environment Agency was broadly satisfied, subject to the sequential test.  With regard to the retention of the existing use for a caravan site, it would maintain its objection since this was in an area of flood risk.
· The applicant had provided a Viability Report which appeared solid.
· An Appropriate Assessment regarding the ecology had been received, which concluded that there would be no adverse impact on the special features of the Suffolk Wildlife Trust Reserve. However, the Authority’s ecologist had not yet had a chance to review the assessment, which would be required before a decision for approval could be considered.
The Head of Development and Regeneration took the Committee

 through the assessment, concluding that the level of replacement 

sought would be at a significantly more intensive level than the one it sought to replace, and was unacceptable in both principle and consequent impacts.  In particular the access raised significant concerns and on its own warranted a refusal of planning permission. It was therefore considered to be contrary to policies and the scheme was recommended for refusal.  

In answer to a member’s question, the Head of Development and Regeneration reported that the applicant had provided the Authority with a comparison of traffic movements over 12 months.  However, Suffolk County Highways did not accept the figures given, and the basis on which some of the arguments were made, and maintained their objection. They would need the applicants to provide a robust Traffic Impact Assessment.

 Members considered that it would not be possible to approve the application at this stage as there was not sufficient information or evidence in relation to the access, nor had the Appropriate Assessment been reviewed.  In addition, some members were concerned about the specific numbers of chalets being included in the outline application.  A member commented that a number of holiday activities within the Broads were not in ideal situations but had limited access and it was one of the Authority’s objectives to encourage sustainable  tourism in the area. It was therefore important to obtain comprehensive  information on traffic movements and an analysis of whether the extra traffic would be significant, particularly given that the use of the adjacent site for caravans had ceased for some years and road traffic in general had increased. It would also be useful to have information on what the status of the chalets would be, for instance rented, owned or leased units, as this could have a bearing on the traffic movements and the type of resultant impact . 

Mr Dorrington proposed, seconded by Mr Gunson, that the application be deferred for further clarification on traffic impact and for assessment of the ecological study as well as other details.

On being put to the vote, the motion was lost by 3 votes to 5.

The Head of Development and Regeneration confirmed that the Authority had held a number of discussions with the applicants over a possible alternative access route from Ivy Lane, as well as the possibility of a reduction in the number of lodges.  However these had not resulted in any amendments to the application.

Mr Mallett proposed, seconded by Mr Gould, that the officer’s recommendation be accepted. On being put to the vote it was
RESOLVED by 6 votes to 2 
that planning permission be refused on grounds of conflict with saved Policies C1, C9, B11, TR13, TR15, TC8 and OB3 of the adopted Broads Local Plan 1997 and Policies CS1, CS4, CS9 and CS12 of the adopted Core Strategy DPD as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes. 
120
Decisions Made by Officers under Delegated Powers

The Committee received a schedule of decisions made by officers under delegated powers from 9 May 2008 until 9 June 2008.
RESOLVED


that the report be noted. 

121
Appeals to the Secretary of State: Update

The Committee received a table showing the position regarding appeals against the Authority since January 2008 as set out in Appendix 1 to the report.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted.

122
Enforcement Update


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


The Head of Development and Regeneration reported further on the following matters:

(1)
Mr Rogers, Wayford Mill, Wayford Bridge

Unauthorised link between dwelling and mill, and conservatory

The matter was due to be heard in Court on 2 July  2008.
(2)
Mr Page OS4229 adjacent to North End, Thurlton

Unauthorised change of use of agricultural land involving clearance of site
There was some progress in clearing the site.

(3)
Mr Loines: Ellingham Pallet Yard, Geldeston Road, Ellingham

Portacabin
The Planning Officer (Compliance and Implementation) had visited the site and the portacabin was still on the premises. Officers had been in correspondence with the site owner. If the portacabin was not removed, proceedings for prosecution would be commenced.

RESOLVED

that the report be noted. 

123
Date of Next Meeting


It was noted that the next meeting of the Planning Committee would be held on Friday 18 July 2008 at 10.00am at County Hall, Norwich.  
The Chairman asked members to note that this was also the first day of the Jehovah’s Witnesses Annual Convention at Carrow Road, Norwich and therefore traffic was likely to be heavy.
The meeting concluded at 12.00 noon
CHAIRMAN








APPENDIX 1

	Code of Conduct for Members

	

	Declaration of Interests

	

	Committee:  
Planning Committee        

	

	Date: 

20 June  2008

	

	

	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

(

	A S Mallett
	12

	Member of Norwich Frostbite Sailing Club – will withdraw if this matter comes up for discussion
	(

	S Dorrington 
	
	Toll Payer

	

	C Sheridan
	
	Toll Payer


	


APPENDIX 2

Decisions on Planning Applications considered by the Planning Committee on 20 June 2008

	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2007/0265/FUL

Fleet Farm, Berney Marshes, 
Halvergate, Great Yarmouth

	Fleet Farm
	Fleet Farm
	Rebuild of existing barn.

	Decision  by 5 votes to 3
That the application be approved subject to the following conditions:
· The barn hereby permitted shall be used solely for purposes which are incidental to the use of Fleet Farm as an agricultural holding and not as a separate commercial unit.

· Prior to the commencement of any development, a flood response plan shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing with the Local Authority. This flood response plan shall include information regarding the availability of the Environment Agency’s ‘Floodline’ flood warning scheme and a proposed evacuation route.

· Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme for the provision and implementation of flood resilience measures shall be submitted to and agreed, in writing, with the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the development is first occupied. Electrical supplies should be above the flood level of 165m AOD. 

Reasons for Approval

The application is in accordance with the saved Policy B11 Design of the Broads Local Plan and Policy CS1 of the adopted Broads Core Strategy.



	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2008/0158/FUL and BA/2008/0159/CON

	32 Puddingmoor 

Beccles
	Mr and Mrs T Robertson
	 Proposed demolition of existing dwelling and two replacement dwellings.

	Decision Unanimous

That planning permission and Conservation Area consent be granted subject to the

 following conditions:
· Removal of permitted development rights.

· Samples of all external materials shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of development.

· Any soakaways within the site shall have a minimum clearance from the highway boundary of 5 metres.

Informative Notes

· Public utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. The appropriate utility service should be contacted to reach agreement on any necessary alterations which have to be carried out at the expense of the developer.

· It is an offence to carry out works within the public highway, which includes a Public Right of Way, without the permission of the Highways Authority. Any conditions which involve work within the limits of the public highway do not give the applicant permission to carry them out. Unless otherwise agreed in writing all works within the public highway shall be carried out by the County Council or its agents at the applicants expense. The County Council’s East Areas Manager should be contacted at County Buildings, Street Farm Road, Saxmundham IP17 1AL. Telephone 01728 403087.   

Reasons for Approval

The application is considered to be in accordance with Policy CS24 Residential

Development and the Local Community of the adopted Core Strategy and saved Policies H1 Housing, B1 Listed Buildings, B7 New Development in Conservation Areas and B8 Demolition in Conservation Areas, of the Broads Local Plan 1997.

 


	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2007/0316/OUT
Oulton Broad, Lowestoft
	Land South of Marsh Lane, Oulton Broad Lowestoft
	Mr and Mrs P Coe
	Erection of 53 Timber Holiday Lodges.


	Decision by 6 votes to 2
That planning permission be refused on grounds of conflict with saved Policies C1,
 C9, B11, TR13, TR15, TC8 and OB3 of the adopted Broads Local Plan 1997 and 
Policies CS1, CS4, CS9 and CS12 of the adopted Core Strategy DPD .

Reasons for Refusal
Adopted Core Strategy and adopted Broads Local Plan policies seek to support

existing tourism operations and to encourage the provision of new and upgraded

facilities where these are in appropriate locations and support the tourism offer of the

Broads.  In this case, whilst the proposal seeks to replace an existing permitted facility

with one of a higher quality, the level of replacement sought is at a significantly more

intensive level than the one which it seeks to replace and is unacceptable in terms of

both principle and the consequent impacts; in particular the access raises significant

concerns and on its own warrants a refusal of planning permission.

Whilst there are undeniably benefits associated with the new facility, including

removing accommodation from an area of flood risk, these are not sufficient to override the concerns and objections.

The proposal is therefore considered on balance to be contrary to adopted

development plan policies and should be refused planning permission.
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