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	Summary:
This report relates to the decision on an appeal made to the Secretary of State concerning the Authority’s decision to refuse permission for the parking of static caravans at Richardsons Ltd at the Staithe, Stalham. The appeal was dismissed.

Recommendation:   That the report be noted.                                 


1
Introduction

1.1
This report relates to the decision made by the Secretary of State concerning an appeal made by Richardsons Ltd against the Authority’s decision to refuse planning permission BA/2008/0104/FUL. The proposal was for the continued use of land to stand eight static caravans for use by members of staff at Richardsons Ltd, Stalham Staithe, Stalham.

1.2
The application was refused under delegated powers on 4 September 2008.

2
Nature of Appeal
2.1
The application was refused because:
· insufficient evidence had been submitted to demonstrate that the provision of 8 no. static caravans on site was essential to meet the essential needs of the boatyard or provide a service to the public. The proposal was therefore considered to be contrary to saved Adopted Broads Local Plan Policies H2 and H9;

· the proposal was considered to be contrary to National Policy guidance PPS25 Development and Flood Risk and saved adopted Local Plan Policy INF1 and Core Strategy DPD Policy CS20 as the site is within Flood Risk Zone 3a which states that development such as mobile homes should not be permitted; and
· the proposal was considered to be contrary to adopted Broads Local Plan B11 Design as the development by virtue of its layout, form and external material was considered to be inappropriate to its setting resulting in an unacceptable visual intrusion in the landscape.

3
The Issue 

3.1
The Inspector, Janet Cheesley BA(Hons) DipTpMRTPI considered the main issues to be (i) the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the countryside, and (ii) the flood risk implications of the development.
4
The Decision
4.1
The Inspector took account of the Broads Local Plan policies, particularly Policies H2 and H9 which set out the criteria for allowing residential development at boatyards, Policy B11 on Design and Policy INF1 as well as the Authority’s Core Strategy Policy CS20. 

4.2
She understood from the appellant that the caravans were required for seasonal employees to provide a level of security and to provide a 24 hour cleaning service for the fast turn around of boats during the holiday season, that living elsewhere would create additional costs and that the employees were part of a much larger work force with the rest living off the site.

4.3
The Inspector considered that whilst the caravans provided convenient accommodation for seasonal workers, it was not inconceivable that they could live off site and be managed in such a way that the level of service was maintained. From the representations before the Inspector she was not satisfied that it was essential to have the proposed level of on-site accommodation for security purposes. The Inspector was of the view that not all possibilities for off-site accommodation had been fully explored, in particular the provision of seasonal accommodation in the nearby villages.  She therefore concluded that the development did not meet the objectives of the Local Plan Policy H9 and therefore conflicted with Local Plan Policy H2.
4.4
With regard to Local Plan Policy B11, The Inspector noted that the caravans were situated on the edge of a boatyard within which there were various buildings associated with the business. In the Inspector’s view the caravans, due to their style, design and rectangular form were not in keeping with the more industrial appearance of the boatyard.
4.5
With regard to Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 25 Development and Flood Risk, the Inspector noted that the site fell within Flood Risk Zone 3a and as the development was not considered essential for staff accommodation, the development was in the highly vulnerable category. She referred to the Authority’s Core Strategy Policy CS20, which did not allow development tin such areas if it conflicted with PPS25. Despite the accompanying Flood Risk Assessment, the Inspector did not consider that she had been provided with detailed technical information to be convinced that an exception could be made when the risk to life from flooding was a serious matter. In such circumstances, the Inspector considered that the development constituted a serious risk to occupiers of the caravans.
5
Conclusion
5.1  
The Inspector therefore concluded that it was not essential for the caravans to be situated on the appeal site and that their appearance was not in-keeping with the surrounding area. For these reasons, she concluded that the development undermined the environmental assets of the Broads in that it had introduced built form of non essential residential development, which in her view was not in-keeping with the character and appearance of the area.
5.2
The Inspector also concluded that with regard to flooding, the proposal was contrary to PPS25, Core Strategy Policy CS20 and Local Plan Policy INF1, which does not allow development where it would lead to a significant increase in the risk of flooding.

5.3
The Inspector therefore dismissed the appeal and upheld the Authority’s views.
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