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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This application is before the Planning Committee as the officer recommendation 
is contrary to the view of a Ward Member.  
 
The application relates to 27 Parade, which is a two storey building located close 
to the centre of Exmouth and within the built-up area of the town. The site also 
falls within flood 3, as designated by the Environment Agency.  
 
Planning permission is sought to sub-divide the existing flat into two self 
contained flats. A single storey rear extension would also be constructed to 
increase the space available for the flats. 
 
Given the location of the site, within the built-up area, the development is 
considered to be sustainable and acceptable in principle, subject to the 
consideration of other factors.  
 
In this instance, given the location of the site in flood zone 3, and as the proposal 
relates to the creation of an additional residential unit, a key consideration is flood 
risk and the sequential test. Whilst the proposed extension would be modest in 
size, and it is considered that it would not lead to a significant increase in flood 
risk, the creation of an additional residential unit raises greater concerns. Due to 
the proposed creation of a new residential unit, it is expected that the Local 
Planning Authority undertakes a sequential test. This is to establish whether there 
would be other locations outside of a flood zone where one additional unit of 
residential accommodation could be provided.  
 
The site is located within an area designated as flood zone 3. The NPPG and NPPF 
both state that the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development into flood 
zone 1 (areas with a low probability of flooding). Policies state that only where 
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there are no reasonably available sites in flood zone 1 or 2 should the suitability 
of sites in flood zone 3 be considered. 
 
As such, bearing in mind the policy aim to steer new developments into areas less 
at risk from flooding, it is considered that this application would not satisfy the 
sequential test. This is on the basis that there are other areas in the Exmouth, and 
the wider East Devon district, in sustainable locations, where one new flat could 
be provided in flood zone 1, or no flood zone at all. Furthermore, the district 
currently has a 5 year land supply and, therefore, there is no exceptional need to 
allow development in an area at high risk from flooding.  
 
Consequently, the application is considered to fail the sequential test and is, 
therefore, unacceptable in this regard. Therefore, the proposal also fails to comply 
with the provisions of Policy EN21 (River and Coastal Flooding) of the East Devon 
Local Plan 2013 - 2031. 
 
With regard to other factors, it is considered that the proposal would not have a 
detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the area, as the only 
external change (the extension) would be located to the rear of the property and 
screened from the public domain.  
 
The nature of the proposal, and the design of the extension, is such that the 
proposal would not be detrimental to the amenity of the occupiers of other 
properties.  
 
The proposal would not have a direct impact on the highway and, therefore, would 
not have a detrimental impact on highway safety. no vehicle parking is proposed. 
However, where a site is located close to services and public transport, this is not 
required by Policy TC9 (Parking Provision in New Development) of the Local Plan. 
However, Policy TC9 also states that at least one bicycle parking space should be 
provided per dwelling. The submitted plans and application form do not indicate 
that any cycle parking would be provided. Therefore, the development would fail 
to comply with Policy TC9 of the Local Plan.  
 
Whilst it is noted that the proposal is acceptable in some regards, the failure of 
the sequential test is a significant issue. Given that, and the lack of cycle parking, 
it is recommended that this application is refused. 
 

 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Parish/Town Council 
Meeting 18.01.21 
 
No objection subject to the provision for cycle storage. 
  
Exmouth Town - Cllr Olly Davey 
I was contacted yesterday by the applicant for this alteration, concerned that it is 
recommended for refusal.  My understanding is that it has failed the Sequential Test.  
I feel I must support this application, which provides much needed accommodation in 
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a very sustainable location in the town centre, and apart from a very small extension, 
merely subdivides an existing property.  Although it may be technically in a flood zone, 
the property, like all others in The Parade, is considerably raised above the road level, 
and any flooding would have to be very deep indeed to reach the property. 
 
I therefore request that if this application is recommended for refusal, that it comes to 
the Planning Committee for a careful debate.  As a member of that committee, I 
naturally reserve my final position on this application until I have seen the full report 
and heard all arguments. 
 
I apologise for my late response to this, but as stated above, I was only contacted 
yesterday by the applicant. 
  
Other Representations 
No third party representations have been received. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
Reference                     Description                                 Decision        Date 
 
89/P0514 Alterations. Approval - 

standard 
time limit 

08.06.1989 

 
89/P0517 Change Of Use From Shop To 

Office Class A2 
Refusal 25.07.1989 

 
POLICIES 
 
Adopted East Devon Local Plan 2013-2031 Policies 
Strategy 6 (Development within Built-up Area Boundaries) 
 
Strategy 22 (Development at Exmouth) 
 
D1 (Design and Local Distinctiveness) 
 
EN21 (River and Coastal Flooding) 
 
TC9 (Parking Provision in New Development) 
 
Government Planning Documents  
NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework 2019) 
 
Exmouth Neighbourhood Plan 2018 – 2031. 
Policy EN1 
 
Site Location and Description 
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This application relates to 27 Parade, which is a two storey building located close to 
the centre of Exmouth and within the built-up area of the town. Parade forms part of 
Exmouth's main shopping area, and part of the ground floor of the property has a 
commercial use. There is also an apartment which uses part of the ground flood in 
addition to the first floor. The property is not listed, and there are no listed buildings 
close-by. Also, the site lies outside the Exmouth conservation area. However, like 
much of Exmouth town centre, the site falls within flood zone 3, as designated by the 
Environment Agency.  
 
Proposed Development 
 
Planning permission is sought to sub-divide the existing flat into two self-contained 
flats. A single storey rear extension would also be constructed to increase the space 
available for the flats. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The site lies within the built up area boundary of Exmouth, close to the town centre 
and main shopping area. Therefore, the site is close to essential services, 
infrastructure and public transport which provides links to further afield settlements. 
Consequently, the location of the site for the provision of an additional residential unit 
would be acceptable in principle, and in accordance with both the Local Plan and 
Neighbourhood Plan, providing the impacts of the proposed development are 
acceptable in relation to other policies contained in the aforementioned plans, together 
with any relevant material considerations. Given this, other key considerations are 
flood risk and the sequential test, impact upon the appearance of the area, impact 
upon amenity, and impact upon highway safety. 
 
Flood risk and sequential test.  
 
Whether the proposal would result in an increased flood risk, or would pose a risk to 
potential occupiers, as a result of its location within a flood zone, is an important factor 
in the determination of this application.   
 
The proposed extension would be modest in size and, given the nature of the area, 
which is largely paved, it is considered that the construction of the extension itself is 
unlikely to lead to a harmful increase in flood risk to other properties, as its construction 
would only result in this displacement of a small amount of water in the event of a 
flood. Indeed, it is noteworthy that the Environment Agency has not objected to the 
proposal, which indicates that there are no concerns in that regard.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the fact that the proposal seeks the creation of an 
additional residential unit within a flood zone must also be considered. In this regard, 
it is expected that the Local Planning Authority undertakes a sequential test, to 
establish whether there would be other locations outside of a flood zone where one 
additional unit of residential accommodation could be provided.  
 
The site is located within an area designated as flood zone 3. The NPPG and NPPF 
both state that the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development into flood 
zone 1 (areas with a low probability of flooding). The NPPF and Local Plan policies 
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state that only where there are no reasonably available sites in flood zone 1 or 2 should 
the suitability of sites in flood zone 3 be considered.  
 
As such, bearing in mind the policy aim to steer new developments into areas less at 
risk from flooding, it is considered that this application would not satisfy the sequential 
test. This is on the basis that there are other areas in the Exmouth, and the wider East 
Devon district, in sustainable locations, where one new flat could be provided in flood 
zone 1, or no flood zone at all. Furthermore, the district currently has a 5 year land 
supply and, therefore, there is no exceptional need to allow development in an area at 
high risk from flooding.  
 
Consequently, the application is considered to fail the sequential test and is, therefore, 
unacceptable in this regard. Therefore, the proposal also fails to comply with the 
provisions of Policy EN21 (River and Coastal Flooding) of the East Devon Local Plan 
2013 - 2031, which states: 
 

"A sequential approach will be taken to considering whether new developments 
excluding minor developments and changes of use (minor development 
includes non-residential extensions with a footprint of less than 250 square 
metres, development that does not increase the size of the building or 
householder development unless it would create a separate dwelling) will be 
permitted in areas subject to river and coastal flooding.  
 
Wherever possible developments should be sited in Flood Zone 1 as defined in 
the East Devon District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. Only if there 
is no reasonably available site in Flood Zone 1 will locating the development in 
Flood Zone 2 and then Flood Zone 3 be considered......" 

 
The comments of the ward member regarding the proposal and, in particular, the 
sequential test, are noted. However, it is considered that the key factor to consider is 
that the proposal would result in the creation of an additional unit of residential 
accommodation in a flood zone. As detailed above, this clearly fails the sequential test. 
The applicant has also drawn Officers attention to other developments in the vicinity 
which have been approved. However, each application must be considered on its own 
merits, and other developments, such as the development of flats to the north of 27 
Parade, may have had other factors which allowed them to pass a sequential or 
exceptions test – in the case of the New street site, it was the provision of 1-bed units 
combined with the provision of affordable housing. In the case of this proposal, it is 
considered that there are no such mitigating circumstances and, therefore, as detailed 
above, it is considered that the proposal fails the sequential test and is contrary to the 
Local Plan as a consequence.   
 
Impact on the character and appearance of the area.  
 
The proposed extension would be modest in size, both in terms of its foot print and 
height. The surrounding buildings are taller than the proposed extension, and the main 
building would screen the extension from the street scene. Consequently, it is 
considered that the proposed extension would not have a detrimental impact on the 
character and appearance of the area.  
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The creation of an additional unit of residential accommodation would result in internal 
alterations, with the only external changes being the erection of the extension.  
 
Therefore, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable with regard to its impact on 
the character and appearance of the area, in accordance with Policy D1 (Design and 
Local Distinctiveness) of the Local Plan and Policy EN1 of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Impact on other occupiers.  
 
Given the nature of the area, it is considered that intensification in use of the building, 
through the creation of an additional residential unit, it unlikely to result in harm to the 
occupiers of other properties, especially when the existing residential use of the 
building is also considered. The proposed extension would have one window in it, 
which would face into a courtyard area; this is not considered to give rise to any 
amenity issues.  
 
Therefore, it is considered that the proposal is acceptable with regard to its impact on 
the occupiers of other properties, in accordance with Policy D1 (Design and Local 
Distinctiveness) of the Local Plan and Policy EN1 of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Highway impacts.  
 
The proposal would not have a direct impact on the highway and, therefore, would not 
have a detrimental impact on highway safety. 
 
It is noteworthy that no vehicle parking provision is proposed. However, given the 
location of the site in the town centre, close to services and public transport, it is 
considered that vehicle parking is not required. This is on the basis that Policy TC9 
(Parking Provision in New Development) of the Local Plan states the following: 
 

"In town centres where there is access to public car parks and/or on-street 
parking lower levels of parking and in exceptional cases where there are also 
very good public transport links, car parking spaces may not be deemed 
necessary." 

 
However, Policy TC9 also states that at least one bicycle parking space should be 
provided per dwelling. The submitted plans and application form do not indicate that 
any cycle parking would be provided. Whilst the ground floor flat could utilise the rear 
courtyard, there is no space for the first floor flat. Therefore, the development would 
fail to comply with Policy TC9 of the Local Plan.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The application site is located in flood zone 3, where there is considered to be a 
significant risk of flooding. Whilst the proposed extension is not considered to be a 
cause of concern with regard to flood risk, the creation of an additional unit of 
accommodation such an area is. The proposal fails to meet the requirements of a 
sequential test, and no evidence to indicate why the proposal would pass a sequential 
test has been provided. Notwithstanding the lack of objection to the proposal with 
regard to other factors, the failure of the sequential test, in addition to the lack of cycle 
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parking provided, is sufficient for the proposal to be considered unacceptable and for 
it to fail to comply with key local and neighbourhood plan policies. Therefore, it is 
recommended that this application is refused. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
REFUSE for the following reasons: 
 
 
 1. The Environment Agency Flood Map indicates that the site lies in flood zone 3 

where there is a high risk of flooding. There are other reasonably available sites 
within the district of East Devon with a lower probability of flooding than the 
application site that would be appropriate for the type of 'more vulnerable' 
residential development proposed. In the absence of a sequential test showing 
there are no alternative sites for housing development, there is a lack of evidence 
that the proposal would bring about wider sustainability benefits for the 
community that would outweigh the flood risks for the buildings and potential 
occupiers over the lifetime of the buildings on a site in flood zone 3 which is likely 
to adjust in the future. The proposals are contrary to guidance within the National 
Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance and Policy 
EN21 (River and Coastal Flooding) of the East Devon Local Plan. 

 
 2. Insufficient cycle parking is proposed. Therefore, the proposal fails to comply with 

the provisions of Policy TC9 (Parking Provision in New Development) of the East 
Devon Local Plan 2013 - 2031, which requires at least one cycle parking space 
per property to be provided. 

 
NOTE FOR APPLICANT 
 
Informative: 
In accordance with the aims of Article 35 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 East Devon District 
Council seeks to work positively with applicants to try and ensure that all relevant 
planning concerns have been appropriately resolved; however, in this case the 
development is considered to be fundamentally unacceptable such that the Council's 
concerns could not be overcome through negotiation. 
 
Plans relating to this application: 
 
   

Location Plan 30.10.20 
  
04: 
Floor/Elevations 

Proposed Combined 
Plans 

30.10.20 

 
 
List of Background Papers  
Application file, consultations and policy documents referred to in the report. 
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