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DAWLISH - 15/03134/FUL -  5 Gilpin Close - First floor 
side extension over existing garage, single storey rear 
extension and single storey front extension including 
enlarged front porch 
 

APPLICANT: Mr G Towill 
 
1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 
 Councillor Price requests Committee consideration if the Case Office is 
 recommending approval as he considers the proposal to be overdevelopment of the 
 site in terms of volume. The front porch extension reduces the driveway to a length 
 that will not support the vehicles intended to be parked there which will result in an 
 incursion of the private driveway impeding access and egress to No. 6. The rear 
 extension is outside the line of the neighbouring properties. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Subject to receipt of revised plans as described in paragraph 3.4, PERMISSION BE 

GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 
 1.  Standard 3 year time limit for commencement 
 2. Development to proceed in accordance with the approved plans 
 3. Materials to be submitted for approval 
 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
 The Site 
 
3.1 This is an application for a front porch which extends across the front of the garage 

thus extending the garage forward by 1.7 metres. In addition the proposal seeks to 
go above the garage to add a bedroom and study. To the rear the proposal involves 
extending the kitchen as part of the two storey extension together with a single 
storey room with patio doors into the garden area. 

 
 Principle of development/sustainability 
 
3.2 The principle of the development falls to be considered under the general policies in 

relation to sustainable development, Polices S1A, S1, and quality development, S2 
as well as the policy relating to domestic extensions, WE8. 



 

 

 
3.3 The proposal adds a study and bedroom at first floor and an extended kitchen/sun 

room to the ground floor.  A porch which extends across to the front of the garage is 
also proposed. The first floor extension does bring the upper floor of the building 
closer to the neighbouring property, however the path along the side is maintained 
and there are no windows proposed in the side elevation. In addition the 
neighbour's garage is on the immediate boundary with the application property.  
The materials proposed for the extension are to match the existing property - facing 
brick, tiled roof and stained timber windows. 

 
3.4 The front extension to the garage currently gives cause for concern. It extends 

forward of the existing garage by approximately 1.7 metres. The reason for this 
would appear to be because the existing rear part of the garage (approximately 1 
metre) will become part of the new kitchen at the rear. There is concern however 
that the extension to the garage limits the size of the parking space at the front and 
the private road is narrow and it could therefore restrict ease of movement into the 
area. Having discussed this issue with the applicant's agent, the applicant has 
agreed to remove the front extension to the garage and to instead replace the 
garage door with a bay window to match the existing bay on the other side of the 
front door. Amended plans showing this change are awaited. As a result of this 
there would be one useable space on the driveway, with additional parking on the 
other side of the private drive. 

 
3.5 Subject to receiving these plans and the plans being acceptable, it is recommended 

that the application be approved. 
 
 Impact on residential amenity of surrounding properties 
 
3.6 Concern has been expressed by the neighbour with regard to the proposed 

extensions. The first floor extension will bring the house closer to the immediate 
neighbour, however it is a bedroom rather than a heavily habitable room and so the 
amount of overlooking would be likely to be minimal. 

 
3.7 The extension is on the south side of the house and therefore to the north of the 

adjacent property. There would therefore be no significant loss of light as a result of 
the proposal. 

 
3.8 The garage extension does extend beyond the front of the principal elevation. 

However this is not in itself a reason to refuse the proposal. There are also 
concerns about limiting the space on the driveway with the proposed garage 
extension and the applicant has been asked to review this aspect of the proposal. 

 
3.9 It is not considered that the application creates an overdevelopment of the site but 

the objector's concerns about ease of movement in and out of the shared access 
way are valid and the applicant has been asked to review this aspect of the 
proposal. 

 
3.10 It is acknowledged that there will be noise and disturbance during the construction 

with material deliveries and storage. This is to be expected during construction. 



 

 

However if this was to become excessive, there are routes through Environmental 
health legislation where this can be dealt with. 

 
3.11 Subject to the amended plans being acceptable, approval is recommended. 
 
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 
 S1A (Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development) 
 S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria) 
 S2 (Quality Development) 
 S17 (Dawlish) 
 WE8 (Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary 

Treatments) 
 
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Practice Guidance  
 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 South West Water - Standard letter requesting that the applicant contact them 

because of the presence of a public sewer in the vicinity of the proposal. 
  
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 One letter of objection has been received from the adjoining neighbour. Concerns 

relate to: 
1. At double height over the garage with front and rear facing windows there will be 

overlooking with the additional loss of privacy. 
2. The existing garage is a single brick wall construction, the plans show the 

addition of an internal load bearing wall to support the upper floor. Does this 
constitute a two storey development that would be 1 metre from my boundary? 

3. The Planning Portal states that side extensions should be single storey with 
maximum height of four metres and width no more than half that of the original 
house. The completed project would appear to exceed this. 

4. The extension to the garage front extends beyond the principal elevation. 
5. The joint forward projection of porch and garage constitutes more than 50% of 

the front elevation width facing the highway. 
6. The four extensions (porch, garage, rooms above garage, rear ground floor 

extension) will alter the overall style of the close. This could be considered over 
development of the site, a smaller project would have less impact.  

7. Major concern of impeded access and egress via a single track shared drive for 
neighbours. 

8. It will have an adverse impact on amenity space. 
9. The current parking provides for 3 spaces, used by 4 vehicles. Extending the 

garage forward will reduce current parking space in front of the garage, making 
it more difficult for vehicles to manoeuvre (turning circle)  



 

 

10. The construction of the shared drive is lighter than that of the normal estate side 
road and as much may be affected by heavily loaded vehicles. (Shared access 
is shared financial responsibility in this case). 

11. There should always be continuous access without let or hindrance for owner 
occupiers, visitors or emergency vehicles over the access drive. 

12. Duration of construction disturbance could extend up to 3 years. This would 
need careful site management. 

13. Limited storage space for building materials and spoil removal for a 
development of this size is problematic. 

   
7. TOWN COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 Resolved unanimously by Members present and voting that this Council 

recommends refusal of this application due to: 

• Overdevelopment of site 

• Insufficient driveway space to accommodate a vehicle of standard length 

• In light of the comments made by Scott Bowker, Project Support 
Administrator at Teignbridge District Council [actually at South West Water] 
there is nothing to indicate whether the applicant has contacted South West 
Water regarding the suitable urban drainage system 
 

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 
 
 This development is not liable for CIL because it is less than 100m2 of new build 
 that does not result in the creation of a dwelling. 

 
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. 

 
WARD MEMBERS:   Councillor Hockin, Mayne and Price, Dawlish Central and North East 



 

 

 
 


