
PLANNING COMMITTEE
CHAIRMAN:  Cllr Dennis Smith

DATE: 14 February 2017

REPORT OF: Business Manager – Strategic Place

ITEM: 1.

CASE OFFICER Anna Mooney

APPLICATION FOR
CONSIDERATION:

BISHOPSTEIGNTON - 16/03238/FUL - Blue Hills, 30
Murley Crescent - Two storey side extension and
raising of roof to form additional accommodation

APPLICANT: Dr & Mr Fox

WARD MEMBERS: Councillor Golder, Bishopsteignton

1. REASON FOR REPORT

One of the applicants is an employee of Teignbridge District Council.

2. RECOMMENDATION

PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions:
1. Standard 3 year time limit for commencement
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans
3. Privacy screen on the east elevation and the west elevation in accordance with

the approved details

3. DESCRIPTION

3.1 The application site falls within the settlement limit for Bishopsteignton, as depicted
on the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 Proposals Map.

3.2 The site is located on the south side of Murley Crescent and is immediately adjacent
to the Bishopsteignton Conservation Area (located at the end of the rear garden to
the south east).

3.3 This application seeks planning permission for a two storey extension to the east side
and raising of the roof to form additional accommodation.

3.4 The key issues in the consideration of this application relate to:

 Sustainability/principle of the development
 Design/visual impact of the development on the immediate and wider locality



 Impact upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area
 The effect of the proposal on residential amenity
 Ecology

Sustainability/Principle of the development

3.5 Policies S1A, S1, and WE8 of the Local Plan are permissive of domestic extensions
on existing residential properties, subject to policy criteria being met. Therefore the
principle of development can be acceptable, subject to compliance with other
relevant Local Plan policies.

Design/visual impact of the development on the immediate and wider locality

3.6 Letters of representation have raised concern that the proposed design and materials
are not in keeping with the character of the area.

3.7 The area surrounding the application dwelling is characterised by a mixture of design
styles. Whist the proposals represent the introduction of a different design approach
to those currently represented in the immediate area it is considered that it would be
complimentary to the existing mixture of design styles.  The substantially rendered
elevations of the proposals which relates to the palette of many of the houses nearby
will assist in bringing some consistency to the street scene.

3.8 Letters of representation have also raised concern that the proposals are too high
and would be visually intrusive within the neighbourhood.

3.9 It is noted that during the course of planning officer assessment the applicants have
elected to slightly reduce the height of the proposals.

3.10 The application dwelling is currently a single storey dwelling surrounded by two storey
dwellings to the east, west and south. Due to the presence of these two storey
neighbouring dwellings and due to the generous plot size of the application dwelling
and neighbouring dwellings to the east, west and south it is not considered that the
proposals are too high or visually intrusive within the neighbourhood.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area

3.11 In coming to this decision the council must be mindful of the duty as set out in section
72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special
attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance
of a Conservation Area, and have given it importance and weight in the planning
balance.

3.12 As previously stated, the area surrounding the application dwelling is characterised
by a mixture of design styles and the proposals are considered to compliment the
existing mixture of design styles. It is therefore considered that the proposals accord
with Policy EN5 (Heritage Assets) and the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



Residential Amenity

3.13 The nearest properties to the proposals are 29 Murley Crescent to the west, 31
Murley Crescent to the north, Charter House to the east and Bronescombe to the
south. Letters of representation have raised concern that the proposals will give rise
to unacceptable overlooking to Charter House to the east, 29 Murley Crescent to the
west and Bronescombe to the south.

Charter House

3.14 During the course of planning officer assessment revised drawings have been
received following concerns about unacceptable overlooking of Charter House and
gardens. Revised drawings have provided for a privacy screen to the east side of the
first floor balcony, and raised two first floor windows (to be set at 1.7 metres above
floor level).

3.15 There is an existing level of overlooking to the east between the application dwelling
and Charter House from existing ground floor application dwelling windows and
windows and balcony areas at Charter House.

3.16 It is considered that the proposed balcony screen (to be conditioned) removes
unacceptable overlooking from the first floor balcony and that the small first floor study
window is at a sufficient distance and oblique angle to negate any unacceptable
overlooking.

3.17 Setting the two remaining first floor windows at 1.7 metres above floor level is
considered to reduce unacceptable overlooking to the east.  However, the applicant
has declined planning officer recommendation to obscure glaze these windows which
is considered to fully remove any unacceptable overlooking, or perceived overlooking
from these windows. The absence of obscure glazing is, however, not considered a
sufficient reduction in neighbouring amenity to recommend refusal of this planning
application.

29 Murley Crescent

3.18 During the course of planning officer assessment revised drawings have been
received following concerns about unacceptable overlooking of 29 Murley Crescent
and gardens.  Revised drawings have provided for a privacy screen to the west side
of the first floor balcony, removal of first floor windows adjacent to the balcony area
and raised two first floor windows (to be set at 1.7 metres above floor level).

3.19 It is considered that the proposed balcony screen (to be conditioned) removes
unacceptable overlooking from the first floor balcony and that the small first floor study
window is at a sufficient distance and oblique angle to negate any unacceptable
overlooking.

3.20 Setting the two remaining first floor windows at 1.7 metres above floor level is
considered to remove any unacceptable overlooking from these windows.



3.21 Concern has also been raised that the proposals are overbearing to 29 Murley
Crescent. Due to the generous plot size of the application dwelling and neighbouring
dwellings to the east, west and south and the distance from all of these neighbouring
dwellings (and the dwelling to the north) it is not considered that the proposals are
overbearing to neighbouring dwellings.

Bronescombe

3.22 Due to the distance between the application dwelling and Bronescombe, the offset of
Bronescombe to the south east and the relatively large garden area of Bronescombe,
it is not considered that the proposals give rise to any unacceptable overlooking of
this neighbouring dwelling or its garden.

31 Murley Crescent

3.23 Concern has been raised that the proposals are overbearing to 31 Murley Crescent.
As stated above, due to the generous plot size of the application dwelling and
neighbouring dwellings to the east, west and south and the distance from all of these
neighbouring dwellings (and the dwelling to the north) it is not considered that the
proposals are overbearing to neighbouring dwellings.

Biodiversity and Ecology

3.24 Ecological survey/bat survey results found no evidence of bat use and no evidence
of bird nesting activity.

3.25 The site falls within breeding territory and wintering zone for cirl buntings. However,
whilst the site has these designations the land is not suitable for cirl buntings given
its already developed nature. It is considered that the development would not lead to
harm to any such recorded birds and the application is acceptable from this
perspective.

3.26 The proposal would not harm ecology or biodiversity and therefore accords with
Policy EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement) of the Teignbridge Local Plan.

Other matters

3.27 A letter of representation has commented on a discrepancy between the submitted
Site Location Plan and the Block Plan.  A revised block plan has been submitted to
correct this discrepancy.

3.28 Letters of representation have raised concern that the proposals will give rise to loss
of views from 31 and 32 Murley Crescent. Loss of view from a private dwelling is not
a planning matter and cannot be taken into account in a planning decision.

Summary and Conclusion

3.29 The Planning Act, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Policy S1A
of the Local Plan require that applications for planning permission must be



determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

3.30 It is considered that this proposal complies with Policies WE8, EN5 and EN8 and is
not considered to be contrary to other relevant policies within the Local Plan. It is
therefore concluded that the proposal is acceptable and the application should be
approved subject to the recommended conditions.

4. POLICY DOCUMENTS

Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033
S1A (Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development)
S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria)
S2 (Quality Development)
WE8 (Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary
Treatments)
EN5 (Heritage Assets)
EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement)

National Planning Policy Framework

National Planning Practice Guidance

5. CONSULTEES

Conservation Officer – No comments.

6. REPRESENTATIONS

6 letters of objection were received for the original proposals raising the following
points:

1. Overlooking to dwelling to the east (Charter House)
2. Overlooking to dwelling and garden to the south east (Bronescombe).
3. Overlooking to dwelling and garden to west (29 Murley Crescent)
4. Design (including roof design) and materials are not in keeping with the

character of the area.
5. Proposals are too high and visually intrusive.
6. Proposals are overbearing to 29 and 31 Murley Crescent.
7. Loss of view from 31 and 32 Murley Crescent.

7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS

No objections.

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY

The CIL liability for this development is £32,031.63.  This is based on 139.70 net m2

at £200 per m2 and includes an adjustment for inflation in line with the BCIS since the
introduction of CIL.



9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Due to its scale, nature and location this development will not have significant effects
on the environment and therefore is not considered to be EIA Development.
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