
Planning Committee –Tuesday 9 February 2016 

Late representations/updates   

Item No. Description 
SV 1 SHALDON - 15/02609/FUL -  Land Opposite Ringmore House, Brook 

Lane - Dwelling 
 
1 additional letter of comment received stating the following: 
 
The applicant made a representation to the Councillors prior to their site 
inspection but this was not published in time for any counter 
comments/submissions to be made. As with a number of issues in this 
case there are several inaccurate/misleading comments made which 
could influence the final decision and as such need comment  
 
1) Principle of Development  
Reference to previous consent. This has in our view lapsed and your 
officer has not determined a variation application submitted last October. 
Why?  
 
Consent for the house opposite was not won on appeal and in any event 
is totally irrelevant to this application. Permission was granted by 
committee who made, asked amongst other comments made at the time, 
why the application was before them, as it was clear consent should 
have been given. The case officer at the time is now Teignbridge 
Business Manager.  
 
I am one of 14 objectors (excluding SPC and your conservation officer) 
but have been singled out by the applicant for some reason. To be clear I 
am not against development of the site but only the size of the proposed 
house.  
 
This site was well populated with trees which were cleared prior to the 
pre application which enabled the statement to be made that this was 
indeed wasteland. Would your case officer have been so positive if the 
site had not been cleared pre application as consent would have had to 
be given to remove 4/5 mature trees in what is a conservation area. If the 
answer to that is yes then what is the point of having a conservation area 
which by its nature is supposed to protect trees?  
 
3) Scale  
An NIA of 1800 sq ft is not a modest house and in any event the 
application refers to this as a Cottage.  
 
We believe when talking about site cover that this is in relation to the 
entire site i.e. including the area currently occupied by the Barn at the 
bottom of the site. As such this is a totally misleading statement.  
 
 



4) Conservation Officer Response  
Unless I am mistaken there is a Conservation officer objection posted on 
this site which has not been altered. Her concerns are in relation to scale 
of the proposed property and some materials, particularly the boundary 
wall, which are not in keeping with the street scene. Apparently since the 
committee meeting she has changed her position. I am not sure how 
someone can change a view openly expressing a concern about over 
development and "suburban nature" of the proposed entrance.  
No reference is made to SPC who have also objected on similar grounds 
of over development. So not only does the applicant ignore objection by 
SPC but also it seems the Business Manager who has made no 
reference in his report to this objection.  
 
5) Trees  
If as suggested consent was given, this is certainly not under the original 
consent granted (no reference to trees made and none of the trees 
removed would have interfered with that proposed development).If 
consent was given then there must be a document stating this. No such 
document has been provided.  
 
Conclusion  
 
Unless the Conservation officer does not qualify as being an officer of the 
planning department then there IS an officer objection to this application.  
 
As mentioned at the start we were not given an opportunity of 
commenting on the representation as it was not published in time. There 
are as set out above a number of inaccurate statements made in the 
representation and I hope that the inspection team (notwithstanding the 
apparent decision following the inspection) will give proper consideration 
to the points made. 

2 SHALDON- 15/03258/FUL Seacroft, 18 Horse Lane - Replacement 
dwelling and garage with associated landscaping 
 
Correction in report – Para 3.14 reference is made to a replacement 
contemporary dwelling to the west when it is in fact to the east. 
 
The applicants’ architect has submitted a letter and further illustrative 
plans to address some of the concerns that have been raised with the 
scheme. A summary of their comments is provided, with the full letter 
and plans being available online. 
 
The architect makes reference to several aspects of the scheme, which 
are summarised below under subheadings as used by the agent. 
 
Shaldon Parish Council: 
Concluded that the Parish Council objected to the scheme, but at the 
meeting the impression given was that the Parish were not opposed to 
the principle of redevelopment, or the style of the redevelopment 
proposed but the inclusion of the garage tipped the impact into 



overdevelopment. 
 
Scale and Massing: 
The architect makes the point that the site is a “significantly larger plot 
than those adjoin it” and included a new plan showing the existing and 
proposed footprint, indicating that they “are not significantly increasing 
the footprint area” 
 
They also make the point that the “grain of the area” is of larger blocks – 
referring to the larger semi detached blocks to the west. 
Reference is also made to the abrupt change in the building line on the 
principle frontage that occurs across the width of the Seacroft site. The 
proposed replacement dwelling reflects that change. 
 
The height of the proposed is lower than the adjoining properties – “we 
have been very conscious that this will have an impact on the neighbours 
to the south and we have therefore kept the ridge line as low as is 
possible” 
 
“The inclusion of the garage and basement has no visual impact or scale 
and massing impact because; apart from the opening in the stone wall it 
will be entirely concealed from view.” 
 
The architect concludes that they reject any suggestion that this is 
overdevelopment of this site. 
 
Basement garage /parking /highway precedent 
The architect makes reference to the current parking and garaging 
arrangements, along Broadlands, which is level decked access, which 
reduces on- street parking and “is visually highly detrimental” to the 
street scene, especially where there are garages elevated above the 
dwellings they serve. 
 
The architect suggests...” to provide car parking completely concealed 
below ground with only a ‘hole in the wall’ giving access is we consider, a 
far better solution in all respects” 
 
To remove it from the scheme, the architect suggests would result in a 
double garage off Broadlands which would be far more visually 
detrimental.  
 
The architect makes reference to the lack of an objection by DCC, and 
rejects the concerns about the potential traffic impact and concluding that 
Horse Lane is inherently restricted in width  and it is not a through road 
and  “ it will be no different to any other domestic garage in a residential 
area” 
 
Ground Stability  
The architect states that this “is not actually a planning matter” which is 
the case. He goes on to refer to the Preliminary Geotechnical Appraisal 



submitted with the planning application and further says, they will ensure 
that all necessary investigation works will be carried out by a suitably 
experienced Geotechnical Consultants. 
 
Construction impact 
Architect states that all material will be carried away in dumpers (not 
heavy lorries) and the applicant would be agreeable to a Construction 
and Traffic Management Plan. 
 
Impact on neighbours 
The architect states that extreme care has been taken when designing 
this new dwelling and “as far as possible is sympathetic to its 
neighbours” 
 
A further plan is submitted illustrating that the side windows in the upper 
storeys of both neighbouring properties have been respected – “with 
regard to ‘Verness’ the eaves line to the new roof is at their window sill 
level and the roof slopes away from them. With regard to ‘Downderry’ 
their window is positioned to the south of the new dwelling and entirely 
clear of its profile.” 
 
In addition the architect’s state that the treatment of the wall adjacent to 
No 20 is amended with it being white rendered as opposed to half zinc 
clad. 
 
Design Style 
The architects believe that the design style is the root of many of the 
objections. In support of their approach they suggest: there is no valid 
planning reason why a contemporary design solution should not be 
supported. They also argue that there are recent examples of high 
quality contemporary architecture in the area, and that the design style in 
Broadlands is actually a miss mash of styles and materials, with 
alterations and extensions and remodelling over the years and a random 
mix of materials, including slate, concrete tiles, red clay tiles bitumen felt, 
facing brickwork and painted timber boarding. The architect concludes 
that “there is no overriding context that needs to be respected”. 
 
An additional plan has also been submitted indicating to indicate the 
variously orientated ridge lines in the vicinity of the site. 
 
The colouring of the proposal is part zinc and part render to reflect the 
surrounding buildings, when viewed from across the water. 
 
The glazing is a feature of many nearby properties. 
 
3/2/16 – Applicant has confirmed that they will narrow the width of the 
garage opening by 1.2metres, which will mean losing the pedestrian 
doorway. They have also confirmed that they will make the garage door 
grey and the wall above will also be painted an appropriate grey, so as to 
blend more effectively with the walling along Horse Lane at this point. 



Conservation Officer’s Comments 
Background 
18 Horse Lane existing building is not of historic interest and limited 
architectural merit.  I have no objections in principle to its replacement.  
Adjoining buildings generally have roofs that pitch from front to back with 
small gable areas or dormers.  
The proposed new building respects the scale and ridge heights of 
buildings around and its footprint and foremost building line is not 
inappropriate.  It contrasts from adjoining buildings with a strong modern 
design and a contrasting roof pitch with zinc materials.  In isolation it is a 
well designed building and in this instance I would not consider that a 
pastiche design is necessary to redevelop the site.  It will stand out within 
the street scene through being markedly different in the lane and the 
panorama of the hill top but Shaldon does have individual buildings and a 
number of modern buildings.  The Architect has taken the approach to 
sharply contrast with the site instead of blending in with adjoining 
buildings.  As it is better designed than the existing building I do not 
consider it will have an adverse effect on the conservation area.       
Should approval be considered I would suggest the roof material might 
be reconsidered and materials and specification for the stone and render 
boundary wall be conditioned.     
Policy 
NPPF 
Teignbridge District Local Plan 2013-33 EN5 
Shaldon Conservation Area Appraisal 
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 sect 72 

3 KINGSKERSWELL - 15/01953/FUL -  16 Huxnor Road - Demolition of 
bungalow and erection of two dwellings including associated site 
works and landscaping 
 
1 further objection received: 
No new issues to add to existing list of objections. 
 
1 further comment received: 
AM has spoken to this contributor this week.  No new issues to add. 
 
Further comment from Kingskerswell:  
Kingskerswell Planning Committee has looked at the revised plans, and 
previous reasons for objection (not in-keeping with surrounding buildings 
etc) still apply. Parish council recommendation is therefore still refusal.  
 
Corrected drawing 150326/AL(PL)112 Revision A received. 
 

4 NEWTON ABBOT - 15/02986/COU -  H20 Car Wash, West Golds Way 
- Retention of use of land as a hand car wash and erection of 
boundary fencing 
 
No updates received 

5 HENNOCK - 15/03321/FUL -  Pauline’s Place, Bovey Road - Nursery 
Unit 



 
No updates received  

6 TEIGNMOUTH - 15/03200/FUL - 9 Woodlands Close - Proposed 
alterations and extension to form new conservatory, utility room, 
enlargement of ground floor bedroom, and provision of additional 
bedroom with en-suite at first floor level. 
 
1 additional letter of comment reiterating previously stated points 

 


