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DEFERRED ITEM

Summary - The application was previously deferred to allowl time for the applicant to
provide additional supporting information in relation to his proposal. The following
report takes into account the additional information submitted by the applicant and by
third parties, and as such supersedes the “ASSESSMENT NOTES” section of the
attached committee report. The application is recommended for refusal.
Assessment Update
The site is located outside of the settlement limit for Yaxham and, as such, forms part
of the countryside. In policy terms PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
provides the framework for considering development proposals in the countryside.
This requires an applicant to adequately demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Local
Planning Authority that a local need or shortfall in provision exists for the
development and that it could be located within an appropriate location. In response
to this requirement the applicant has stated that they have completed an internet
based search and conclude that no such lodge parks or 4 and 5 star accommodation
is available locally. It is considered that this statement does not adequately meet the
requirements of PPS7 which states that new or additional facilities be provided in
appropriate locations where an identified need exists.
In addition, PPS7 also requires new tourist accommodation to have regard for the
local landscape and minimise their intrusion into the locality. The scale and density
of the development proposed, which totals 50 units plus office/reception and site
manager's dwelling, would in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority result in an
unwarranted intrusion into the rural landscape to the detriment of the character and
visual amenities of the area. Furthermore, despite the submission of additional
information “Bio-diversity Management Action Plan” the Council’s Tree and
Countryside Officer considers that landscape issues/implications have not been fully
considered. Whilst it is acknowledged that part of the site will be largely screened
from public view, a significant part of the site would be visible.

As a result of the numerous consultations undertaken, it has become apparent that a
number of issues have failed to be adequately addressed, these are as follows:
Flood risk – Despite the submission of a Flood Risk Assessment the
Environment Agency have objected to the scheme and at present no
additional information has been submitted to address these concerns.
Protected species and habitat – Natural England have objected to the
proposal until such time as they are satisfied that the applicant has addressed
issues relating to wildlife and habitat as yet this has not been adequately
addressed.
Landscape issues – Further information has been submitted on this issue,
however, the Council’s Tree and Countryside Officer considers that it fails to
adequately address the required issues.
In light of this, the Local Planning Authority considers that the applicant has failed to
adequately demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority that the
proposal has taken account of the aforementioned issues.
In terms of the highway implications of the scheme, the Highways Authority have
confirmed they have no objections in principle to the proposal subject to receipt of an
amended plan providing the requisite visibility splays.
In support of their proposal, the applicant has put forward a number of points, a
summary of which are as follows:
1. They consider that the site is previously developed/brownfield land and the
development would improve the appearance of the existing site.
(It is considered that only part of the site is previously developed ie the sales
element etc).
2. They also consider that their scheme will lead to money and jobs being
brought into the area to the benefit of the local economy.
3. They feel that this development will protect existing housing stock from being
bought as second homes.
4. Licensing allows for 15 units per acre whereas they are only applying for a
scheme of 5 units per acre. Any licensing requirements are considered
separately from planning considerations.
5. The site has a long standing permission to be used for the standing of
caravans and an unlimited amount of tents. This was undertaken in
accordance with the requirements of The Caravan Club.
6. The proposal will not compromise local services such as doctors, dentists or
hospitals as these are accessed in the owner’s home towns.

Conclusion
In conclusion, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that a need exists for this type
and scale of development, and furthermore, a number of outstanding issues relating
to specific details ie flood risk and protected species have not been adequately
considered.
Recommendation
The proposal is recommended for refusal.

