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Application for Determination
	Parish
	Martham

	
	

	Reference
	BA/2008/0265/FUL
	Target date
	02 October 2008

	
	

	Location
	26 Riverside, Martham

	
	

	Proposal
	Replacement of 6 Houseboats with 5 Holiday  Cottages

	
	

	Applicant
	Martham Boatbuilding Company

	
	

	Recommendation
	Approve subject to conditions


1
Description of Site and Proposals

The site lies to the north of Martham village and encompasses five individual mooring plots sited on the southern bank of the river Thurne. These plots are occupied by six houseboats which have historically been used as holiday accommodation. There is no planning permission for the houseboats, but the Broads Authority accepts their use is established informally. The proposal is for the replacement of the six houseboats with five holiday cottages.

The site is located in Flood Risk Zone 3b.
2
Site History

BA/2007/0252/FUL – Replacement of 5 houseboats with 5 holiday cottages - 
withdrawn 

3
Consultation


Broads Society – Object to the application. The proposed replacement cottages would be higher and more visually intrusive than the existing houseboats when viewed from candle dyke. Also question whether the erection of buildings would be permitted in this location under PPS25 planning guidelines. We suggest that this might be an opportunity to create a new and attractive design for well equipped houseboats which would serve as fishing/holiday cottages.


Kings Lynn Internal Drainage Board – The applicant should be informed that any works within 9 metres of an internal drainage board main drain or asset require the formal written consent from the IDB under the terms of the Land Drainage ACT 1991 and relevant byelaws.

Martham Parish Council – No comment 

Environment Agency – Object in principle based on the principles outlined in PPS25 Development and Flood Risk. The view from our national policy team is that houseboats are likely to be classed as ‘water compatible’. Although residential is normally classed as ‘more vulnerable’ the boat element has to be associated with water. This would make houseboats appropriate in the functional floodplain provided the Sequential Test could be passed. In view of this the proposal would create an increase in vulnerability as detailed in Table D2 of PPS25 and result in inappropriate development within the functional floodplain. We cannot agree that paragraph 4.36 of the Practice Guide would be relevant, as the proposed development would not be like for like replacement in terms of vulnerability classification.

Notwithstanding the above there are likely to be considerable difficulties in demonstrating that an acceptable standard of safety for occupants can be achieved.

Norfolk County Council Highways Authority – no objection subject to the following condition being appended to any permission granted. ‘Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the proposed on-site car and cycle parking, servicing and turning area shall be laid out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the approved plan and thereafter available for that specific use.’

One letter of representation has been received objecting to the application on the grounds that the riverbank north of Potter Heigham is essentially strip development and its appearance would be improved with less development, the views along the footpath will be obstructed, parking is already inadequate on summer weekends, and “I have heard in the past the Authority’s position is that one individual should not own a lot of property on the riverbank. Given that the boatyard owns several bungalows to allow them more would prejudice the general state of the riverbank.”   

4
Policies

4.1
National Planning Policy


Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk

4.2
Broads Local Plan (Saved Policies)


Policy H 10 
Houseboats and boats used as permanent dwellings 
The Authority will not permit further houseboats or the further use of craft for residential purposes on the Broads.  It will seek the removal of existing houseboats and craft used for residential purposes where they have a significant adverse effect on the landscape or built environment.


Policy B 11 
Design


Development will only be permitted if its scale, form, design, external materials and colour would be appropriate to its setting.  New development in the built environment should respect the character and townscape of the area.  New development in the countryside should be appropriately located so as to minimise its visual intrusion in the landscape.


Policy INF 1 
Development and flood risk


Development will not be permitted where it would lead to a significant increase in the risk of flooding to people and property, taking account of any flood protection measures required under Policy INF2.

4.3
Broads Core Strategy adopted September 2007


Policy CS1
Development and changes in land use / management must ensure that all aspects of the environmental and cultural assets of the Broads distinctive landscape are protected, enhanced and restored.  

Proposals should ensure opportunities for positive impacts on the following core assets have been addressed and adverse impacts avoided:

(i) the defining and distinctive qualities of the varied landscape character areas formed by the built and natural environment;
(ii) tranquillity and wildness as part of the Broads experience;
(iii) the value and integrity of nature conservation interest; and

(iv) the character, appearance and integrity of the historic and cultural environment


Opportunities to mitigate the visual impact of currently intrusive features should be sought.


Policy CS9
The tourism base in the Broads will be supported, widened and strengthened by:

(i) encouraging a network of tourism and recreational facilities throughout the system and protecting against the loss of existing services;
(ii) protecting waterside employment sites to contribute to the local economy;
(iii) incorporating employment uses in new schemes;
(iv) supporting diversification of tourism where economically and environmentally sustainable; and
(v) promoting low-impact tourism.

Policy CS12
Additional holiday accommodation will be situated in sustainable locations to achieve  a variety of types of facility, support for long distance (walking/cycling/boating) routes, continuing income to local businesses, and be sited and designed in order to protect and enhance the special features and character of the Broads.


Policy CS20
Development within the Environment Agency’s flood risk zones will only be acceptable when it is:
(i) 
compatible with national policy and when the sequential test and the 
exceptions test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25 have 
been 
satisfied,
(ii) 
demonstrated that it is necessary to support the social and economic 
needs of the local community,
(iii) 
would not increase flood risk elsewhere; and 
(iv) 
would not affect the ability for future flood alleviation projects to be 
undertaken.
5
Assessment 

5.1
Background

This application was submitted in August 2008 and brought before the Planning Committee in October 2008 (Report attached as Appendix A). The recommendation was for approval subject to the conditions as set out in the report and additional conditions as recommended by Norfolk County Council as Highways Authority and the Environment Agency, minor design changes and the requirement for the removal of houseboats from the application site. Members agreed the recommendation and the resolution to secure the removal of the houseboats included the completion of a Section 106 Legal Agreement.
5.2 
Update on consultations

5.2.1
Further to the meeting, an additional response was received from the Environment Agency. The Environment Agency continue to raise an objection to the development on principle and therefore offer no conditions. Their objection is that ‘more vulnerable’ development, such as dwellings used for residential purposes, should not be permitted in Flood Risk Zone 3b.  
5.2.2
Norfolk County Council as Highways Authority confirmed that they have no objection and recommended a condition covering on-site car and cycle parking, as set out in the consultation response.
5.2.3
Further to the meeting, amended plans have also been received with revised design changes. These changes are relatively minor resulting in a development which is of an acceptable standard of design. 
5.3 
The Section 106 Agreement

5.3.1 
Further to the resolution of the Planning Committee there has been extensive debate between the Local Planning Authority the applicant and the solicitor.  A Section 106 Legal Agreement has been drafted that is to the satisfaction of both officers of the Authority and the applicant. Unfortunately this Agreement cannot be completed as the Environment Agency, as freehold owners of the site, are not prepared to be party to this Agreement given their stance opposing the principle of the development. However they have confirmed that they are prepared to grant landowner consent. 
5.3.2 
The resolution of the Planning Committee can therefore not be implemented. On this basis, and in order to determine the application, it is necessary to consider (i) whether the development should be approved despite the Environment Agency’s objection and (ii) whether the requirements of the Section 106 Legal Agreement can be imposed by condition. If these matters cannot be positively addressed, the only option is to refuse planning permission. 

5.4
Whether the development should be approved despite Environment Agency objection
5.4.1
Planning polices generally seek to encourage and support tourist Development in the Broads and the provision of accommodation is an important part of this.


Policies also seek to improve and upgrade facilities, and the replacement of houseboats – which are generally considered to be anomalous in landscape terms and provide a reduced quality of accommodation being difficult to heat and keep damp free – with modern chalets is welcome.  

5.4.2
Whilst the concerns of the Environment Agency are acknowledged and the presumption against introducing ‘more vulnerable’ uses into areas at high risk of flooding supported, these are not new units of accommodation but replacement units and ones which offer an opportunity to improve flood mitigation and resilience. To refuse the application would not remove the risk - i.e. the existing units would not be removed – but would remove the opportunity to reduce the risk, upgrade the facility and offer an enhancement to the local landscape. On this basis, the benefits outweigh the concerns and the application can be supported.

5.5
Use of a condition
5.5.1
In order for the proposal to be acceptable it must represent a replacement development, so the existing houseboats must be removed. The most appropriate and failsafe mechanism for ensuring this is through the use of a Section 106 Legal Agreement. However, this cannot be used in this case as the Environment Agency have advised that they will not be party to this, as they must as landowner.
5.5.2
Advice on the use of planning conditions is set out in circular 11/95, which advises that a condition can be used on land outside the application area where it is in the control of the applicant.
5.5.3
It is considered that the location of the existing houseboats are within the control of the applicant for these purposes and therefore provided that the condition is reasonable, precise, necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the development to be permitted and enforceable, it can be imposed.
5.5.4
The Local Planning Authority is satisfied that the condition can meet these tests, but the question remains of as to whether the moorings to which the houseboats are attached are within the applicant’s control and, therefore, whether he condition is valid. The risk if the condition is not valid is that it might be challenged through the Courts and, if found wanting, the permission would either be found invalid or the condition unenforceable.
5.5.5
Following extensive discussions with the applicant’s agent, officers are satisfied that the moorings to which the houseboats are attached are in all practical senses within the control of the applicant and that there is a commitment to the completion of the development promptly. The risk of a challenge to the condition (or permission) by the applicant is therefore remote.
5.5.6
Technically there is a risk of a third party challenge, should the Environment Agency or a third party dispute the status of the moorings, however there is no indication to suggest that this is proposed nor is it considered likely that should such a challenge be successful, given the practice and history of the site.
6
Conclusion
It is unfortunate that the agreed Section 106 Agreement ensuring the removal of the house boats from the application site cannot be implemented given the refusal of the Environment Agency to be party to it. While the use of a condition is not ideal, given the circumstances relating specifically to this development and benefits which it offers the use of a condition is considered appropriate.

Given the above and response received from Norfolk County Council Highways Authority and the minor design changes the proposal is recommended for approval. 

7
Recommendation 


Approve the application subject to the following conditions:
· Standard time limit. 

· In accordance with submitted plans.
· Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted a scheme for the removal of the 6 houseboats located in the areas edged red on the plan (Titled/Drawing number‘) received by the Local Planning Authority on 7 August 2008 and their replacement with 5 holiday residential holiday units shall be submitted to and approved in writing with the Local Planning Authority. This scheme shall as a minimum include the definition of the term houseboats. The development shall be constructed in accordance with the agreed scheme.   
· Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the proposed on-site car and cycle parking, servicing and turning area shall be laid out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the approved plan and thereafter available for that specific use.
· minimum finished floor levels 
· provision of a flood evacuation plan including signing up to the Environment Agency flood warning system
8
Reason for Recommendation
The proposal is considered to conform to saved Broads Local Plan polices B11 (design) and INF1 (Development and Flood Risk) and adopted Broads Core Strategy polices CS1, CS9, CS12 and CS20.
Background papers: 
None
Author:
Andrew Fillmore

Date of Report: 
5 May 2009

Appendices:

APPENDIX 1 - Site Location Plan

APPENDIX A – Extract of the Minutes of and report to the Planning Committee meeting held on 10 October 2008
APPENDIX 1

[image: image1.jpg]BA/2008/0265/FUL - 26 Riverside, Martham
5 Holiday/Fishing Cottagesto replace 5 Houseboats at Riverbank, Martham

BA/2009/0265/FUL

- Teml| .

Thismapis eproduced from Ordnance Survey material withthe

permissionof Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Cortioler of Her
Cess Road Iajesty sStationary Office ® Crown copyright. Unautharised

reproduction Infringes Cronn copyitt and may leadta proszcition
1:2500 \ orcivil procesdings

i





APPENDIX A

Extract of the Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on 

10 October 2008

8
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.

(2)
BA/2008/0265/FUL 26 Riverside Martham


Replacement of five houseboats with five holiday/fishing cottages


Applicant: Martham Boatbuilding and Development Company Ltd.


The Planning Officer explained that the proposal involved five individual mooring plots which had established residential mooring and were used for five houseboats.  The proposal included replacement with five holiday cottages. Although similar in appearance and reflecting the character of other properties within the vicinity, the design and materials could be improved upon.  He explained that the principle of replacement was acceptable.  However, the Environment Agency had objected on the basis of PPS 25 Development and Flood Risk and, as a result , a  representative had been invited to the meeting but unfortunately was not in attendance.


The Head of Development and Regeneration explained that officers were satisfied that the application on the site was in keeping with PPS25 and the Authority’s newly adopted  SPD on Development and Flood Risk. Although in flood zone 3b, the site was on previously developed land given the established residential mooring use, and given the raised floor levels, the development would be safe without increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere.


Members were mindful that one of the benefits of the application would be the replacement of the houseboats with improved structures. However, there were still concerns about the quality of the design which required further negotiation and consideration as to whether it accorded with the Authority’s sustainability guide. There were also concerns that the Environment Agency did not appear to be satisfied with the Authority’s interpretation of the guidance. There was a need to balance landscape quality, flood risk and visual impact. 


Members were also concerned that if planning permission was given for a permanent dwelling for holiday accommodation on the site, this would not automatically take away the existing permission to moor a houseboat within the plot. The Solicitor confirmed that this could be dealt with through a legal agreement prior to issuing the planning permission as well as by condition.


Members considered that more negotiations were required but that if satisfactory agreement could not be reached with the Environment Agency then the application should be referred back to Committee.


RESOLVED by 6 votes to 2 with one abstention


that authority be delegated to officers to approve the application subject to the resolution of any outstanding issues and major concerns raised particularly by the Environment Agency, minor design amendments, and the negotiation and prior completion of a Section 106 Legal Agreement concerning the use of the plot for residential moorings and conditions as set out in the schedule at Appendix 2 to these minutes including those from the Environment Agency and Highways Authority,  as the proposal is considered to be in accordance with Policies B11 and INF1 and adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies CS1, CS9, CS12 and CS20.

	District / Ref No /

Parish


	Situation
	Applicant
	Proposal

	BA/2008/0265/FUL Martham
	26 Riverside
	Martham Boatbuilding and Development Company
	Five holiday /fishing cottages to replace five houseboats at Riverbank Martham

	Decision by 6 votes to 2 and 1 abstention
Delegated authority to officers to approve the application subject to the resolution of

any outstanding issues and major concerns raised particularly by the Environment

 Agency and minor design amendments and subject to the conditions listed below: 

· in accordance with submitted plans;

· time limit;

· samples of materials;

· removal of permitted development rights;

· holiday occupation condition restricting use to maximum time limit of 6 weeks;

· Highways Agency conditions;
· Environment Agency conditions;
· prior completion of a Section 106 legal agreement concerning the revocation of the existing use for residential mooring provision. 
Reason for Decision
Subject to the above, the proposal is considered to be an appropriate form of development which is in accordance with saved Broads Local Plan Policies B11 (Design) and INF1 (Development and Flood Risk) and adopted Broads Core Strategy Policies CS1, CS9, CS12 and CS20. 











Broads Authority









Planning Committee









10 October 2008

Application for Determination

	Parish 
	Martham

	
	

	Reference 
	BA/2008/0265/FUL
	Target date
	2 October 2008

	
	

	Location
	Martham Riverbank, Martham

	
	

	Proposal
	Replacement of 5 houseboats with 5 holiday/fishing cottages

	
	

	Applicant
	Martham Boatbuilding and Development Company Ltd

	
	

	Recommendation
	Delegated powers to officers to approve the application subject to the conditions listed and any additional conditions as recommended by Norfolk County Council Highways Authority, Environment Agency and minor design      amendments.




1
Description of Site and Proposals

1.1
The site lies to the north of Martham village and encompasses five individual mooring plots sited on the southern bank of the River Thurne. These plots have established residential mooring and are in active use as holiday accommodation. The proposal is for the replacement of these five houseboats with five holiday cottages.  

2
Site History


BA/2007/0252/FUL - Replacement of 5 houseboats with 5 holiday/fishing cottages- withdrawn

3
Consultation


Kings Lynn Internal Drainage Board – The applicant should be informed that any works within 9 metres of an internal drainage board main drain or asset require the formal written consent from the IDB under the terms of the Land Drainage Act 1991 and relevant byelaws.


Martham Parish Council – No comment.


Broads Society – Object to the application. The proposed replacement cottages would be higher and more visually intrusive that the existing houseboats when viewed from Candle Dyke.  Also question whether the erection of buildings would be permitted in this location under PPS25 planning guidelines. We suggest that this might be an opportunity to create a new and attractive design for well equipped houseboats which would serve as fishing/holiday cottages.


Environment Agency – Object in principle based on the principles outlined in PPS25 Development and Flood Risk. The view from our national policy team is that houseboats are likely to be classed as ‘water compatible’. Although residential is normally classed as ‘more vulnerable’, the boat element has to be associated with water. This would make houseboats appropriate in the functional floodplain provided the Sequential Test could be passed. In view of this the proposal would create an increase in vulnerability as detailed in Table D2 of PPS25 and result in inappropriate development within the functional floodplain. We cannot agree that paragraph 4.36 of the Practice Guide would be relevant, as the proposed development would not be a ‘like for like’ replacement in terms of vulnerability classification. 


Not withstanding the above there are likely to be considerable difficulties in demonstrating that an acceptable standard of safety for occupants can be achieved. 


Norfolk County Council Highways – Given that the site lies on a private road and that the proposal seeks the replacement of existing residential houseboats with holiday dwellings I find a refusal difficult to substantiate. However I request that the applicant provide additional information in respect of the following:

· details of car parking facilities;

· clarification of the seasonal duration and proposed letting period of the holiday units;

· confirmation that the proposal will engender no increase in vehicular movements over and above the existing from the site. 


One letter of representation has been received objecting to the application on the grounds that the riverbank north of Potter Heigham is essentially strip development and its appearance would be improved with fewer development, the good views along the footpath will be obstructed, parking is already inadequate on summer weekends, and I have heard in the past that the Authority’s position is that one individual should not own a lot of property on the riverbank, given that the boatyard already owns several bungalows to allow them more would prejudice the general state of the riverbank. 

4
Policies

4.1
National Planning Policy


PPS25 - Development and Flood risk
http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/planningpolicyguidance/planningpolicystatements/planningpolicystatements/
4.2
Broads Local Plan (Saved Policies)


Policy H10 Houseboats and boats used as permanent dwellings 


The Authority will not permit further houseboats or the further use of craft for residential purposes on the Broads.  It will seek the removal of existing houseboats and craft used for residential purposes where they have a significant adverse effect on the landscape or built environment.


Policy B11 Design


Development will only be permitted if its scale, form, design, external materials and colour would be appropriate to its setting.  New development in the built environment should respect the character and townscape of the area.  New development in the countryside should be appropriately located so as to minimise its visual intrusion in the landscape.


Policy INF1 Development and flood risk


Development will not be permitted where it would lead to a significant increase in the risk of flooding to people and property, taking account of any flood protection measures required under Policy INF2.

4.3
Broads Core Strategy adopted September 2007


Policy CS1 
Development and changes in land use / management must ensure that all aspects of the environmental and cultural assets of the Broads distinctive landscape are protected, enhanced and restored.  


Proposals should ensure opportunities for positive impacts on the following core assets have been addressed and adverse impacts avoided:
(i)
the defining and distinctive qualities of the varied landscape character areas formed by the built and natural environment;
(ii)
tranquillity and wildness as part of the Broads experience;
(iii)
the value and integrity of nature conservation interest ;and

(iv)
the character, appearance and integrity of the historic and cultural environment.

Opportunities to mitigate the visual impact of currently intrusive features should be sought.


Policy CS9 The tourism base in the Broads will be supported, widened and strengthened by:

(i)
encouraging a network of tourism and recreational facilities throughout the system and protecting against the loss of existing services;
(ii)
protecting waterside employment sites to contribute to the local economy;
(iii)
incorporating employment uses in new schemes;
(iv)
supporting diversification of tourism where economically and environmentally sustainable; and
(v)
promoting low-impact tourism

Policy CS12  Additional holiday accommodation will be situated in sustainable locations to achieve  a variety of types of facility, support for long distance (walking/cycling/boating) routes, continuing income to local businesses, and be sited and designed in order to protect and enhance the special features and character of the Broads.


Policy CS20   Development within the Environment Agency’s flood risk zones will only be acceptable when it is:

(i)
compatible with national policy and when the sequential test and the exceptions test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25 have been satisfied,

(ii)
demonstrated that it is necessary to support the social and economic needs of the local community,

(iii)
would not increase flood risk elsewhere; and 

(iv)
would not affect the ability for future flood alleviation projects to be undertaken.

5
Assessment

5.1
The main issues to consider are the principle of the replacement of houseboats with holiday cottages, flood risk and specifically national policy statement PPS25 - Development and Flood risk as well as design.


Principle

5.2.
Adopted Broads Local Plan Policy H10 encourages the removal of houseboats where they have a significant adverse effect on the landscape. The existing stationary houseboats are moored on open grassed plots which run parallel with the riverbank. Little to no vegetation or ancillary structures exist on or around these plots which offer any form of screening, resulting in the houseboats being directly visible from the navigable river. Given their unnatural rectangular box shape they are of a particular intrusive form of development and together with their prominent location and flat landscape character of Martham riverbank are considered to be damaging to the character and appearance of the Broads environment. Their removal is therefore considered acceptable and in line with local planning policy. 


Design
5.3.
The proposed replacement dwellings, while not of an outstanding design, do reflect the general character and appearance of the other holiday cottages along this stretch of riverbank. The simple elongated form, unning parallel with the river, and external materials in the form of timber walls/window frames and slate roofing results in a development which will be in keeping with the locality. While the dwellings will be raised above ground level by approximately 0.6m thereby increasing the prominence of the building when viewed from the river, the roof height is not considered to be out of keeping with the surrounding built environment. The extensive visual gaps between properties along this stretch of riverbank further mitigate against the linear pattern of development. It is considered that with some minor amendments the design would be acceptable


With regard to the suggestion by the Broads Society that a more attractive form of houseboat be encouraged as a replacement; planning is not required to replace an existing houseboat with another houseboat irrespective of the type of boat. Therefore as a Local Planning Authority the Broads Authority only has control over the ‘use’ of residential moorings and not the type of boat moored there. 


Flood Risk
5.4.1
Paragraph 4.36 of the practice guide to PPS25 - Development and Flood Risk allows for the replacement of ‘like for like’ existing properties provided there are no alternative sites to develop and the criteria of the Exceptions Test can be met. The development is considered to meet the criteria of this test in that wider sustainability benefits will be achieved which outweigh the risk of flooding; through resulting in a form of development which is an improvement in terms of design and impact on the landscape character; the site is on previously developed land given the established residential mooring use; and given the raised floor levels the development will be safe without increasing the risk of flooding elsewhere. Furthermore the applicant has confirmed that there are no alternative sites to develop. The development is therefore considered to be in accordance with the Practice Guide to PPS25.

5.4.2
The Environment Agency disagree with this assessment taking the viewpoint that houseboats are classified as a ‘water compatible’ form of development and not ‘more vulnerable’. They argue therefore that the proposal will result in an intensification of the flood risk vulnerability on the site. This is an incorrect classification of houseboats. An established residential use for each of the five plots (and not only the mooring cut) exists and therefore the relevant vulnerability classification is considered ‘more vulnerable’ development. Furthermore the Use Class Order is clear in clarifying both residential moorings and standard dwellings as ‘C3’ and in planning terms does not differentiate between these two forms of development. 

5.5
The applicant has provided the information requested by Norfolk County Council Highways Authority and at the time of writing this report a revised response is awaited.

5.6
The existing houseboats are used throughout the year for holiday use and not for permanent occupation with the applicant seeking permission for holiday accommodation. A condition restricting the use of the chalets for a maximum period of six continuous weeks and furthermore no use of the chalets by the same occupiers for the following six weeks, is considered appropriate to ensure the dwellings are not used as permanent units.

6
Recommendation 


Delegated powers to officers to approve the application subject to the conditions listed and any additional conditions as recommended by Norfolk County Council Highways Authority, Environment Agency and minor design amendments.

· in accordance with submitted plans;

· time limit;

· samples of materials;
· removal of permitted development rights; and
· holiday occupation condition restricting use to maximum time limit of 6 weeks.

7
Reason for Recommendation


Subject to the above, the development is considered to be in accordance with saved  Broads Local Plan policies B11 (Design) and INF1 (Development and Flood Risk) and adopted Broads Core Strategy policies CS1,  CS9, CS12 and CS20

List of Appendices:
Appendix 1: Site Location Plan

Background papers:
BA/2008/0265/FUL
Author:


 Andrew Fillmore

Date of Report: 
23 September 2008
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