
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2018/0247/F CASE OFFICER Lisa ODonovan

LOCATION: MUNDFORD APPNTYPE: Full
34 Swaffham Road POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Mundford ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Ray Nelson
34, Swaffham Road Mundford

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Clayland Architects
34, Swaffham Road Lynford Gardens

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: Change of use garage to dwelling and extension

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The application is brought to Committee at the request of the Ward Representative.

KEY ISSUES

Principle
Impact on character and appearance
Impact on amenity
Highway safety
Flood Risk

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The application seeks permission to change the use and extend a garage at 34 Mundford Road to create a
two bed dwelling.  The extension will be to the west of the existing building, fronting Swaffham Road.  An
existing access is proposed for use.

SITE AND LOCATION

The site lies in between the Ickburgh and Mundford Settlement Boundaries.  No.34 is the last dwelling of the
row of dwellings to the east of Swaffham Road, dwellings are also situated to the west.

EIA REQUIRED

No

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

3PL/2016/0755/F - 3 bedroom bungalow with detached garage and modified access - Refused and
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dismissed at appeal

3PL/2017/1043/F - New detached garage and new access - Permission

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies and the
adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps, have been taken into
consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the National Planning Policy
Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance  have also been taken into account, where appropriate

CP.04 Infrastructure
CP.14 Sustainable Rural Communities
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.13 Flood Risk
DC.16 Design
DC.19 Parking Provision
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not Applicable

CONSULTATIONS

MUNDFORD P C
6 object - 3 no objections. The original planning for a house on this site was refused, then a garage is built
and now applying for a change of use to this garage
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
I commented on an application for a garage in this location submitted under planning ref 3PL/2017/1073. At
that time I advised that the application submitted in 1999 ( 3PL/1999/1105) for improvements to No 34
included a new access but did not require the closure of the original access. The kerbs therefore remained
lowered and would be available for use without planning permission being required. Given the built up nature
of the location, together with the acceptability of visibility and turning provision, I consider it would be difficult
to substantiate a highway objection subject to conditions.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
No objection subject to conditions.
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY
Withdraws their objection on the basis of the submitted FRA however advised the LPA that in accordance
with the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 101, development should not be permitted if there
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are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower probability of
flooding. It is for the local planning authority to determine whether or not there are other sites available at
lower flood risk, as required by the Sequential Test.
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS
The Environmental Protection Team would not comment on flood risk. I do however note that the
Environment Agency objected to the application due to the absence of a Flood Risk Assessment and now
that we have received one I would assume that the amended details have been referred to them for further
comment.

REPRESENTATIONS

Site notice erected: 29-03-2018
Consultations issued: 19-03-2018

One representation received referring our attention to the previous refusal for a Bungalow on this plot.

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0  Background

1.1  The application follows a refusal on the site in 2016 for a '3 bedroom bungalow with detached garage
and modified access'.  This refusal was upheld at appeal.  The proposed dwelling in 2016 was slightly
different to the current submission in that there was a projecting 'L' shaped element which abutted the flood
zone 3.

1.2  This submission indicates the dwelling outside of Flood Zone 3 however a large section of the access
remains within Flood Zone 3 with the rest of the site falling within Flood Zone 2.  Therefore the requirement
for a sequential test remains relevant as per paragraph 101 of the NPPF.

1.3  In the case of the previous refusal the appeal Inspector concluded that..."In this case the Council are
clear that there are other sites outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3 within Mundford and the wider District that
could accommodate a single dwelling.  The PPG is also clear that the area to apply the sequential test will be
defined by local circumstances for the type of development proposed.  In this case it is reasonable that sites
within Mundford and the wider District could be considered as a reasonable alternative for a single dwelling.
In addition to this the site does not sit within an identified settlement boundary."

2.0  Principle

2.1  The site lies outside of the Mundford Settlement Boundary.  For this reason the proposal conflicts in
principle with Policies DC02 and CP14 of the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development
Plan Document, (2009), which seek to focus new housing within defined Settlement Boundaries.  However,
paragraph 49 of states that housing applications should be granted permission in the context of the
presumption in favour of sustainable development.

2.2  The NPPF identifies three dimensions of sustainable development:
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-  Economic, in terms of building a strong economy and in particular by ensuring that sufficient land is of the
right type and is available in the right places.
-  Social, by supporting, strong and healthy communities by providing the supply of housing required to meet
future need in a high quality environment with accessible local services and
-  Environmental, through the protection and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment.

2.3  Paragraph 8 of the NPPF also stresses that these roles should not be undertaken in isolation because
they are mutually dependent; therefore a balanced assessment against these three roles is required.

2.4  In terms of the economic and social criteria, the proposal would provide one new dwelling and would
make a positive, albeit modest, contribution to the housing supply.  However, given the small scale nature of
the development these benefits are not considered to be significant and not definitive in this instance.

2.5  With regard to whether this is a suitable location, the site is outside the Settlement Boundary of
Mundford however the settlement boundary is only 440m to the south-west of the site.    Mundford is a
service centre village with a good range of services including a primary school a shop, and a pub and village
hall therefore limiting the need to travel further afield to access a range of day to day services.

2.6  It should be noted that the NPPF recognises that opportunities to maximise sustainable transport
solutions.  There is a bus stop/ bus routes connecting the village to Kings Lynn approzimately 0.1 of a mile to
the north of the site.  The proposal will therefore be in line with paragraph 55 which states that housing
should be located where it will enhance and maintain the vitality of existing rural communities and help
sustain facilities in the surrounding settlements.

3.0  Impact on character and appearance

3.1  The environmental role of sustainable development seeks to, in part contribute to protecting and
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. Consideration of a development's impact on the
character and appearance of the area within which it is situated is, therefore, integral to the environmental
dimension of sustainable design, as is its design.

3.2  Policy DC16 requires all new development to achieve the highest standard of design. As part of this, all
design proposals must preserve or enhance the existing character of an area. Consideration will also be
given to the density of buildings in a particular area and the landscape/townscape effect of any increased
density.

3.3  The dwelling proposed is a modest, two bed single storey dwelling which is in keeping with the
surrounding nearby development.  Whilst set forward of the host dwelling, there is adequate separation
between the host dwelling and the proposed and therefore will not relate as a cramed form of development.
It is also surrounded by existing development and will nto therefore relate as an intrusion into an
undeveloped area.  As a result of the above, the application is considered to accord with the above policies.

4.0  Flood Risk

4.1  The previous appeal decision on this site is also a material factor in this regard.

4.2  The FRA states the National Planning Policy Framework, (NPPF), states that more vulnerable
developments are permitted within Flood Zones 1 and 2 and therefore, the Local Planning Authority are not
required to apply the Sequential or Exception Test. However the NPPF and the National Planning Practice
Guidance (NPPG) requires Local Planning Authorities to steer new development to areas at the lowest
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probability of flooding by applying a flood risk sequential test. The NPPG also states the sequential test
should be applied to guide development to Flood Zone 1, then Zone 2, then Zone 3; only when there are no
reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1 should site within Flood Zone 2 be considered.

4.3  The Environment Agency states whilst they have raised no objection to this planning application on flood
risk grounds this should not be taken to mean that they consider the proposal to have passed the sequential
test. If the sequential test is passed the site must also be subject to the NPPF exception test.

4.4  It is evident that there are other sites outside of Flood Zone 2 and 3 with a lower probability of flooding
within Mundford and within the District, that could provide a single dwelling and therefore it is considered the
proposal fails the sequential test and therefore is contrary to pararaphs 100 and 101 of the NPPF and
paragraphs 18, 19, and 67 of the NPPF.

5.0  Conclusion

5.1  In circumstances where, as here, policies for the supply of housing are to be considered out of date for
the purposes of the Framework, paragraph 14 states that permission should normally be granted unless
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, or specific
Framework policies indicate that development should be restricted.

5.2  The proposal conflicts with the NPPF and the NPPG as the proposal has not satisfied the sequential test
in regards to directing development to sites with a lower probability of flooding. Although the proposal would
make a modest contribution towards housing land supply, when weighing up the planning considerations
there are insufficient merits to justify overriding the demonstrable harm this proposal would cause in regards
to flood risk.

5.3  The application is therefore recommended for refusal.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Failure to satisfy the Sequential Test
The proposal fails the Sequential Test in regards to the need to direct development to
available sites with a lower probability of flooding that could provide a single dwelling. The
proposal is therefore contrary to paragraphs 100 and 101 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and paragraphs 18, 19 and 67 of the National Planning Practice
Guidance (Flood Risk) (NPPG).
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