
Planning Committee –Tuesday 15 December 2015 

Late representations/updates   

Item No. Description 

1 TEIGNMOUTH - 15/02966/ADV -  The Pavilions, Den Crescent - 
Provision of five new signs (2 not illuminated) 
 

Consultation Reply from Conservation Officer received as below: 
 
South west elev and north west elevation 
The signs are of an appropriate size and brushed steel, finished white is 
a weather resistant material.  The angular logo is more akin to a sports 
facility and could be omitted to improve the appearance of the sign. 
North East and south west Elevation 
The bar signage does not appear to be an integral part of the design and 
I would question whether it is necessary or could be redesigned.  
 

2 TEIGNMOUTH - 15/02567/FUL -  50 Higher Coombe Drive - 
Construction of balcony to rear including new patio doors 
 

No updates received 

3 DAWLISH - 15/02018/MAJ -  Land at Secmaton Lane  - Approval of 
reserved matters for six flats and eight dwellings with associated 
parking and ancillary areas pursuant to 12/01147/OUT (approval 
sought for access, scale, layout, appearance and landscape) 
 

No updates received 

4 SHALDON - 15/02241/FUL -  Land at NGR 293531 71765, Picket Head 
Hill - Erection of a detached dwelling 
 

8 additional letters of objection raising the following additional points: 
 

1. Offsetting the development by offering a sum towards affordable 
housing elsewhere is distasteful. 

2. This is the same plot as the previous development and should not 
be separated from it on the maps search part of the website. 

3. The sum towards affordable housing should be £70,000 not 
£56,000 

4. Previous appeal in 1983 took into account landscape, amenities 
and highways. 

5. Not a high quality design as it is overdevelopment; the landscape 
officer previously felt 4 dwellings was cramped. 

 

5 BOVEY TRACEY - 15/02795/OUT -  Rosemount, Hind Street - Outline 
planning application for the principle of one dwelling (approval 
sought for access 
 

1 letter of comment and 1 of objection received raising the following 
additional points: 



 
Comment 

1. Hind Street is not one way but there is no access into Hind Street 
from Mary Street. There needs to be visibility in both directions. 

2. Limited space for construction. 
 
Objection 

1. The previous application was over dominant and bulky- how has 
this changed?  

 


