
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2018/0191/O CASE OFFICER Natalie Levett

LOCATION: STANFIELD APPNTYPE: Outline
Church Lane POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Stanfield ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Roger Duffield
c/o Agent

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Icon Consulting
Hethel Engineering Centre Chapman
Way

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: Residential development comprising four dwellings with means of access

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

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

KEY ISSUES

- Principle of Development
- Design and Impact Upon the Character and Appearance of Area
- Amenity Impact
- Highway Impact
- Impact on Trees and Hedges
- Ecological Impact

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

This application seeks outline consent with all matters, except access, reserved for four dwellings in
Stanfield.

SITE AND LOCATION

The application site is 0.15 hectares in size and located outside the Settlement Boundary, although adjacent
to it. The site is agricultural land.

The site is surrounded by open fields to the south and west, a farm and dwelling to the north and and two
dwellings set on large plots.

EIA REQUIRED

Not required.
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RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

No site history.

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.01 Housing
CP.04 Infrastructure
CP.09 Pollution and Waste
CP.10 Natural Environment
CP.11 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
CP.13 Accessibility
CP.14 Sustainable Rural Communities
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.04 Affordable Housing Principles
DC.12 Trees and Landscape
DC.16 Design
DC.19 Parking Provision
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

The application submission states that the four dwellings would have a GIA of up to 1,000sqm thus the
affordable housing trigger would not be met. A condition could be imposed to this effect and would be
assessed at the Reserved Matters stage.

CONSULTATIONS

STANFIELD P C
Four out of the five Parish Councillors voted in favour of the application. The fifth Parish Councillor abstained
as it was his application.
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
Recommends refusal on highway safety grounds.
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CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
No objection, subject to conditions.
ECOLOGICAL AND BIODIVERSITY CONSULTANT
An updated Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report with the results of the eDNA surveys and population size
class assessments (if required) needs to be submitted to the LPA prior to the planning application being
determined.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
Recommends conditions.

REPRESENTATIONS

A Site Notice was displayed on 19th March 2018, advertised in the EDP and seven neighbours were directly
notified. Four representations have been received objecting to the proposal on the following grounds:

- Stanfield does not have essential services and facilities;
- Church Lane is a single track road of poor condition; the road also houses resident's parked cars due to
limited parking for some current residents. Therefore the addition of vehicular movement during, and post
development of up to 8 cars, along this stretch would increase the pressures to its sustainability;
- The application suggests development already taking place in the area. These in fact consist
of an application which was turned down due to be being outside of the village envelope and a re
build on the site of a former dwelling that was demolished;
- Concerns around the viability of the ecologically reports;
- Pond 3 which is made reference to in the application is used frequently throughout the year
by the applicant as a discharge pit as part of his waste disposal business, it should therefore be
noted that this isn't a 'pond'. The proximity of this would also be close to the rear of the proposed
development and therefore additional surveys around land contamination may need to be
considered;
- The application states that the development will be served by mains drainage but there is no mains
drainage in the area - each property would require its own septic tank or a shared septic tank
system;
- The development would involve change of use from agricultural to residential use;
- There is no bus service that serves the village;
- Planning permission has been repeatedly refused for 'Greenacre' (opposite Greenacre Farm, Whissonsett
Road) which is also outside the village envelope and also with agricultural usage;
- only one bus per week runs on Saturday morning from the village to Dereham, returning in the afternoon;
- Loss of amenity and privacy;
- Setting a precedent for the remaining agricultural land;
- There are no service buses coming through the village. The Wednesday bus to Norwich and the Friday bus
to Dereham pick up on the B1145 opposite the Barn Restaurant, no good if you have shopping to carry.
There us also a small community bus to Fakenham on Thursday with limited space and is for the over 65s
and people with disabilities which comes via New Rd the goes along the Whissonsett bookable on a weekly
basis;
- Stanfield is a small settlement without pavements or street lighting;
- The nearest GPS are Litcham and Elmham;
- There is 1 Infant/Junior school at Brisley as Mileham closed quite recently and Whissonsett a few years
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ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0 Principle of Development

1.1 This application seeks outline consent with all matters reserved for the erection of four dwellings outside
any settlement boundary, although adjacent to Stanfield Settlement Boundary. The proposal states that two
of the four dwellings would be "smaller cottages for market rent". However, this cannot be conditioned and
thus is to be considered as four market dwellings.

1.2 The proposal would involve the loss of agricultural land, although no justification has been put forward
demonstrating why the agricultural land is no longer viable.

1.3 The site is located outside of any Settlement Boundary. For this reason, the proposal conflicts, in
principle, with Policies DC2 and CP14 of the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development
Plan (2009), which seek to focus new housing within defined Settlement Boundaries. However, paragraph 49
of the NPPF states that where an authority does not have an up-to-date five year housing land supply, the
relevant local policies for the supply of housing, as referred to above, should not be considered up-to-date
and that housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

1.4 The Statement of Five Year Housing Land Supply as at 31st March 2017 was published in July 2017 and
reported to 31st July 2017's Planning Committe. This outlined that the District does not benefit from having a
five year supply of housing land (it can only demonstrate a 4.6 years housing land supply) and the NPPF
makes provision, in principle, for Local Planning Authorities to positively consider sites that are not within
defined Settlement Boundaries. This must be balanced against other policy requirements and aims including
securing sustainable development, protecting the countryside, and good design.

1.5 The NPPF constitutes guidance for local planning authorities and decision-takers and is a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications to achieve sustainable development. The
Government outlines three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental
(paragraph 7). These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:

- an economic role - contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of
infrastructure;

- a social role - supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing
required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built
environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community's needs and support its health, social
and cultural well-being; and

- an environmental role - contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment;
and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and
pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.

1.6 Paragraph 8 states that these roles should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually
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dependent and that the planning system should play an active role in guiding development to sustainable
solutions. A balanced assessment against these roles is, therefore, required.

1.7 In terms of the economic and social criteria, the proposal would provide for four new dwellings and would,
therefore, make a positive, albeit very small, contribution to the housing supply. The proposal would have
limited short-term economic benefits through labour and supply chain demand required during construction,
and longer-term economic benefits through the additional household spend within the wider area that would
be generated by the provision of four dwellings. However, given the small scale nature of the development,
these benefits are not considered to be a significant and definitive overriding matter in this instance.

1.8 The social role of sustainable development seeks to ensure, amongst other matters, the creation of a
high quality built environment with accessible local services. Stanfield is classified as a rural settlement
through Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy) of the adopted Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
Development Plan Document. Rural Settlements have few or no local services. Stanfield has no services or
facilities to meet the day-to-day requirement of their existing residents, although it has a church.

1.9 The application site is approximately 6.5miles (10.46km) from Dereham, a Market Town, and 7.5miles
(12.1km) from Fakenham, a higher order settlement in the adjacent Local Authority. The nearest Local
Service Centre of North Elmham is located 4.5miles (7.24km) away. Mileham, another rural settlement,
located 3.2miles (5.15km) from the site has a convenience store. These are not considered to be walking
distance and the route is not safe for pedestrians.

1.10 There would be a high reliance on Local Service Centres and higher order settlements for everyday
needs, which would result in higher car dependency, than if an area had any services. For these reasons,
occupants of the dwellings would rely on the use of the private car to gain access to local facilities. This
would not accord with the core planning principle in Paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, which is to actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public
transport, walking and cycling. The proposal would not accord with Paragraph 34 of the NPPF in terms of
ensuring the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes will be maximised.

1.11 The site is not in a sustainable location and is remote, it is therefore, considered that it would not benefit
the community or meet the above objectives. On this basis, the proposal does not comply with the social and
economic dimensions of sustainable development. The proposal is contrary to Policies SS1, CP14 and DC2
of the adopted Breckland Council Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan
Document and there are no material considerations that would outweigh this harm. As a result, the proposed
development is not considered sustainable and would be contrary to paragraphs 12, 13, 14, 17, 34 and the
NPPF.

2.0 Design and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Surrounding Area

2.1 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.

2.2 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.
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2.3 Whilst the design is reserved, the site is of a sufficient size to accommodate four dwellings and
associated works. However, 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 development, as is design.

2.4 The application site is located outside the Settlement Boundary and is currently agricultural land and the
site forms part of a wider agricultural field, where no boundaries exist, although a boundary exists
demarcating the end of the Settlement Boundary and a hedge fronting Church Lane; part of which is to be
removed to allow for the access.

2.5 The proposal has not been put forward to be considered as an exception, as detailed in paragraph 55 of
the NPPF and would be difficult to do so at the outline stage with all matters reserved.

2.6 It is considered that the development of the site would result in encroachment of development into the
countryside that would detract from its intrinsic open character and the proposal would be contrary to Policies
CP11 and CP14 of the Breckland Core Strategy and the NPPF.

2.7 In the context of the above, the proposal would be contrary to policies SS1, DC2, CP11, and CP14 of the
Core Strategy and the NPPF (in particular 56, 57, 61) as the site is not considered to be in a sustainable
location and does not comply with the social, economic and environmental dimensions of sustainable
development. This consideration alongside the policy objection weigh significantly against the proposal.

3.0 Amenity Impact

3.1 Policy DC1 seeks to protect residential amenity and that all new development must have regard to
amenity considerations and states that development will not be permitted where there are unacceptable
effects on the amenity of neighbouring residents and future occupants.

3.2 The site is adjacent to the Settlement Boundary and a dwelling is situated to the north and another to the
east of the site. Given the indicative plan submitted, it is possible that the proposal could be designed to not
cause overlooking/loss of privacy but this would need to be assessed at the Reserved Matters stage.

3.3 As a result, the proposal has the ability to comply with Policy DC1.

4.0 Highways Impact

4.1 The NPPF requires new developments to provide safe and suitable access to the site for all people.

4.2 Policy CP4 seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new developments.
Policy DC19 sets out the car parking requirements.

4.3 The Highways Authority advised that, the site is located at the western end of C231 Church Lane, close
to its junction with C229 New Road. New Road links into B1145 Stanfield Road and it is therefore fair to
assume that the majority of vehicular traffic associated with the site will travel along this route to access the
wider highway network.

4.4 A development of four dwellings would be likely to generate around 24 vehicular movements per day
together with those associated with delivery vehicles and other visitors.
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4.5 Other than where it runs through the centre of the village, Church Lane is only suitable for single file
traffic having a carriageway width of around 3.6m adjacent to the site.

4.6 New Road, for the majority of its length, is also of single track width having an average carriageway width
of approximately 3.7m with no formal passing provision. The passing areas which do exist have been caused
by the verges being overrun where two vehicles attempt to pass. This has resulted in the carriageway edge
becoming eroded and extraneous material being carried out into the highway causing a potential skid hazard.

4.7 Guidance in the CLG and DfT publication Manual for Streets advises that a surfaced width of at least
4.8m is necessary for a large vehicle and a car to pass safely whilst a minimum of 4.1m is required for two
cars to pass each other with care. Below 4m the carriageway is considered too narrow for cars to pass each
other in free flow. Both New Road and Church Lane fall below these minimum standards.

4.8 The absence of a satisfactory carriageway width is all the more concerning in places where forward
visibility is restricted by the alignment of the road and where drivers consequently have insufficient warning of
oncoming vehicles/horses/pedestrians/cyclists and, as a result, there is the potential for collision and
personal injury accident.

4.9 It is accepted that traffic from the development could access the wider road network by travelling
eastwards through the village and joining B1145 Stanfield Road via C231 Back Lane. The latter of which has
an average carriageway width of between 4.1 and 4.5m between Stanfield Road and Church Lane. However,
to do so would involve negotiating the eastern section of Church Lane which returns to single track width, is
of a steep alignment and is bounded to either side by banks and hedges precluding any possibility of
vehicles being able to pass.

4.10 The existence of this part of the network in its current form is a matter of fact and, therefore, it is
accepted some degree of vehicle conflict already occurs.

4.11 However, the increase in vehicle movements likely to be generated by the proposed development will
also increase the potential collision and person injury accident to the detriment of highway safety.

4.12 The site is located in a village which lacks shops, schools, public transport provision and other services
and amenities which residents would require to meet their everyday needs. In this respect the site is
considered to be poorly located in terms of accessibility.

4.13 Advice in the National Planning Policy Framework supports the need for "safe and suitable
access ... for all people". It also encourages the importance of being able to make everyday journeys without
reliance on a motor car.

4.14 Sustainable transport policies are also provided at a local level through Norfolk's 3rd local transport plan
Connecting Norfolk - Norfolk's Transport Plan for 2026 . Policy 5 of this document states "New development
should be well located and connected to existing facilities so as to minimise the need to travel and reduce
reliance on the private car or the need for new infrastructure".

4.15 In the light of the site's rural location, and lack of alternative access modes, it is considered that the
proposal is likely to be principally car dependent and therefore conflicts with the aims of sustainable
development as represented in the NPPF and local Policy 5 of Connecting Norfolk - Norfolk's Transport Plan
for 2026.

4.16 The applicant's agent provided a response to the Highway Authority's representation. However, the
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Highway Authority advised that this did not change their view.

4.17 As a result, the proposal is recommended for refusal on highway safety and transport sustainability.

5.0 Impact on Trees and Hedges

5.1 Policy DC12 seeks to protect the District's trees and hedges.

5.2 The Tree and Countryside Consultant has raised no objection, subject to conditions.

5.3 As a result, the proposal has the ability to comply with Policy DC12.

6.0 Ecological Impact

6.1 Policy CP10 seeks to protect the District's natural environment. Policy CP11 seeks to protect and
enhance the District's landscape.

6.2 The ecologist advised that an updated Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Wild Frontier Ecology;
April 2018) has been submitted in support of this application. The great crested newt impact potential of the
proposal is still unclear owing to the lack of robust presence/absence information for the pond next to the site
and the pond to the north across Church Lane. Standard great crested newt surveys to determine population
size will be needed for any ponds that are positive for great crested newt.

6.3 As a result, an updated Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report with the results of the eDNA surveys and
population size class assessments (if required) needs to be submitted to the LPA prior to the planning
application being determined.

6.4 The extant government circular on planning and biodiversity (Circular 06/2005) makes it explicit that "the
presence or absence of protected species, and the extent to which they could be affected by a proposed
development, should be established before planning permission is granted, since otherwise all material
considerations might not have been considered in making the decision".

6.5 As a result, insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that Policies CP10 and CP11 and
the NPPF can be complied with.

7.0 Contaminated Land

7.1 Policy CP9 seeks to ensure that development minimises any unavoidable polluting effects and the
development's design should actively seek to minimise or mitigate against all forms of pollution.

7.2 Given the information provided and the comments made in the representations to the application,
advising that human waste is deposited on the land, the Contaminated Land Officer has recommended
conditions to include a site investigation.

7.3 As a result, subject to conditions, the proposal has the ability to comply with Policy CP9.

8.0 Other Matters

8.1 The applicant's agent has confirmed that the foul drainage would be disposed of by a septic tanks, not to
a foul drainage system.
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9.0 Planning Balance and Conclusion

9.1 In terms of the overall Planning balance of the scheme, paragraph 14 of the Framework states that where
relevant policies are out of date, permission should be granted unless the adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

9.2 The proposal is for the construction of four dwellings on agricultural land, for which no justification has
been provided. Whilst the size of the site is capable of siting four dwellings and associated amenity and
parking space, the principle of a dwelling in such a location does not comply with planning policies and the
NPPF that seek to restrict development within the open countryside and be sited in sustainable locations.
The site, being located outside of the settlement boundary, together with the inaccessibility of the proposed
development to local shops and facilities by means other than the car, would render the development
unsustainable and the proposal would not accord with the social and economic dimensions of sustainable
development as set out in the NPPF. This harm would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the very
limited benefits of the proposal. The proposal, therefore, fails to constitute sustainable development and is
contrary to the policies contained within the Core Strategy and the NPPF. In addition, the proposal would
create conditions detrimental to highway safety, which is considered unacceptable.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Outline Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Unsustainable Development
The proposal would introduce new residential development in an unsustainable location
remote from local service centre provision conflicting with the aims of sustainable
development, the need to minimise travel, and the ability to encourage walking, cycling, use
of public transport and reduce the reliance on the private car as represented in national and
local policy. Given the nature and size of the development for four dwellings, this site is
unlikely to contribute significantly to the delivery of housing and a five year housing land
supply. There are no material considerations that would outweigh this harm. As a result, the
proposal does not accord with Policies SS1, CP11, CP14 and DC2 of the adopted Breckland
Council Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan Document
(2009), contrary to paragraphs 12, 13, 14, 17, 34 and 55 of the NPPF and Policy 5 of
Norfolk's 3rd Local Transport Plan, entitled Connecting Norfolk.

2 Detrimental impact on the character and
appearance of area
The development of the site, which is primarily surrounded by agricultural land, and the
resultant significant change in the nature and appearance of the land to support the
residential development, would result in an encroachment and unwarranted intrusion into the
rural landscape to the detriment of the character and visual amenities of the area. The
proposal would, therefore, fail to adequately respect the character and appearance of the
existing rural location and as a result the proposed development would cause significant
demonstrable harm to the character and appearance of the countryside, contrary to Policies
CP11, CP14 and DC16 of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control
Policies Document (2009) and paragraphs 14, 17 and 56-68 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.
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3 Highway Safety
The unclassified road serving the site is considered to be inadequate to serve the
development proposed, by reason of its poor alignment restricted width lack of passing
provision and restricted visibility. The proposal, if permitted, would be likely to give rise to
conditions detrimental to highway safety as well as having regard to paragraph 32 of the
NPPF.

4 Insufficient info - ecology
The site has the potential to support protected species but insufficient ecological information
has been submitted. As a result, insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate
that the site would be suitable for development. As a result, the proposal fails to comply with
Policy CP10 of the Breckland Core Strategy Development Control Policies Development
Plan Document (2009), the National Planning Policy Framework (in particular 109 and 118)
and Circular 06/2005 on Planning and Biodiversity.
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