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These Minutes are draft until agreed and approved by the Planning 
Committee at the next meeting of the Committee and signed by the 

Chairman as a correct record. 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
15 DECEMBER 2015 
 
Present: 
Councillor Smith (Chairman) 
Councillor Kerswell (Vice Chairman) 
Councillors Austen, Brodie, Bullivant, Clarance, Colclough, Cox (for Jones), Ford, 
Fusco, Johnson-King, Klinkenberg (for Dennis), Nutley (for Parker), Pilkington, Price, 
Prowse, Rollason, Russell (for Bladon), and Thorne (for Winsor) 
 
Apologies:  Councillors Bladon, Dennis, Jones, Orme, Parker, Walters and Winsor 
 
Members in attendance:  Councillors Clemens, Grainger, Gribble, Haines and Hockin 
 
Officers in attendance: 
Business Manager, Strategic Place – Mr Davies 
Senior Planning Officers – Ms Crabtree, Mr Clements 
Solicitor to the Council – Mr Moors 
Democratic Services Officer – Mrs Corns 
 
 
1. MINUTES 
 

The minutes of the meeting held on 17 November 2015 were approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 

2. CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
  
 The Chairman reminded Members that they should not vote on an application 

if they are not present at the meeting to hear the entire debate on that 
application. The Chairman also welcomed public speakers to the meeting. 

 
3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

Members declared interests as detailed below.   
 

4. SITE INSPECTIONS  
 

The Committee received the report of the Site Inspection Team held on  
25 November 2015.  
 

  15/02018/MAJ,  Land at Secmaton Lane, Dawlish - 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) 

 
 (Minute 5 (iii) below refers).  
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5. APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
 The Committee considered the reports of the Business Manager – Strategic 

Place together with comments of public speakers, additional information 
reported by the officers and information detailed in the updates sheet 
previously circulated.    

 
(i) TEIGNMOUTH - 15/02966/ADV - The Pavilions, Den Crescent - Provision 

of five new signs (2 not illuminated)   
  
 It was proposed by Councillor Russell, seconded by Councillor Fusco and 
 
 Resolved 
 
 Advertisement consent be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. Advertisements to be displayed in accordance with approved 
plans/documents. 

2. Standard advertisement conditions. 
 (18 votes for and 0 against) 
 
(ii)  TEIGNMOUTH - 15/02567/FUL - 50 Higher Coombe Drive - Construction of 

balcony to rear including new patio doors.   
  
 It was proposed by Councillor Cox and seconded by Councillor Fusco that the 

application be approved as set out in the report circulated with the agenda. 
 
 Resolved 
 

 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 the approved details. 
3. Screening to be provided prior to the first use of the balcony. 

 (19 votes for and 0 against) 
   
(iii)  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)   

 
 A late representation had been circulated to members of the Committee by 

the author. 
  

Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: the density is too 
high; lack of off-road parking and provision for cyclists; plot 14 restricts the 
visibility splay; Elm Grove road not suitable for the additional traffic; the new 
Link Road should be developed before any more housing; a percentage of the 
units should be built to provide for “life time” living; high density small houses 
with no garage is acceptable to provide housing at the lower end of the  
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market; and should the SANGS referred to in the response by Natural England 
at agenda page 15 be provided before construction.  
 
In response to Councillors comments the Business Manager emphasised that 
the application is reserved maters only. Density was approved at outline stage  
and the Highway Engineer has no objection. The Construction Management 
Plan at condition 3 could be amended to address potential issues with drop-off 
and pick-up times at the adjacent primary school. There is no policy to insist 
on “life time” housing. Issues being raised were approved at the outline stage 
of the application. The infrastructure would not happen before the 
development because the latter would provide the Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) monies which would fund the infrastructure. The Development 
Framework Plan (DDFP) would set out the infrastructure requirements for the 
DA2 area. It would be unreasonable to request further conditions on a 
reserved matters application.  
 
The Solicitor added that the completion of the internal road layout of a 
development is the responsibility of the developer. CIL would fund roads of 
the County road network.  

 
 It was proposed by Councillor Price and seconded by Councillor  

Johnson-King that the application be refused on the grounds of unacceptable 
density, and insufficient car parking provision, amenity space and sewage 
capacity.   

 
 The Business Manager advised that there were no policies to support the 

reasons for refusal.  He reiterated that the County Highway Engineer had no 
objection to the application, and all reasons proposed are not reserved matter 
issues, having already been agreed at the outline stage.   

 
The proposal of refusal was lost by 4 votes for and 13 against.  

 
 It was proposed by Councillor Smith and seconded by Councillor Bullivant that 

the application be approved as set out in the report circulated with the 
agenda, with the addition of the Construction Management Plan addressing 
potential issues with drop-off and pick-up times at the adjacent primary 
school. 

 
 Resolved 
  

Reserved matters be granted subject to the following conditions: 
1. Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved plans. 
2. No development to commence/no occupation until the access road; 

visibility splays and the public footway have been constructed to base 
course level and the location of a site compound and car park has been 
agreed in writing. 

3. No development to commence until a Construction Management Plan 
(CMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing.  The CMP shall  
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address potential issues with drop-off and pick-up times at the adjacent 
primary school. 

4. Notwithstanding the plans, details and samples of external materials of the 
dwellings to be submitted prior to installation. 

5. Notwithstanding the submitted plans, details of the external surface 
materials to be submitted prior to installation. 

6. Stone wall sample panel required prior to construction of stone boundary 
wall. 

 
Informative 
1. Conditions 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 of Outline Planning Permission 

reference number 12/01147/OUT remain applicable. 
(15 votes for and 2 against) 
 
Note: In response to a question the Business Manager advised that three 
applications have been lodged for large areas of the DA2 site and work was in 
progress on the DDFP. 

  
(iv)  SHALDON - 15/02241/FUL - Land at NGR 293531 71765, Picket Head Hill - 

Erection of a detached dwelling 
 
 The Committee noted the receipt of a further objection making reference to 

the appeal in November 2013 which resulted in the granting of outline 
permission for four dwellings, but which raised no new issues.  

  
 Public Speaker: Objector, Ms Arthurs- The Local Plan adopted in May 2014 

should be defended which provides reasons to refuse this application. There 
is a presumption to refuse development unless there are overriding factors to 
approve. This development of expensive homes, is not necessary, and would 
not provide homes at an affordable price for local people. The proposal is 
unacceptable and highlights everything that is wrong in the planning process, 
which has been manipulated to achieve a fifth dwelling. The hillside is 
protected. The Local Plan should not be abandoned. The dwelling would be 
dominant and impinge on the amenities of the single storey dwellings below, 
including loss of privacy. It would set precedence for other similar sites.  A 
£56,000 contribution for off-site affordable housing does not justify approval of 
this application. Green spaces should be protected. Local residents are 
against this application which should be refused.  

 
 Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Thompson – The design is the same as the 

four dwellings and would have the same height, mass and building line. Due 
to the convex slope of the hillside the dwelling would be shielded with the 
trees and hedges. The site is no longer a field and is surrounded by 
development on all sides. The plot is an integral part of the development and 
acts as a turning area. The site would be included in the Local Plan Review 
for development and therefore approval would not set precedence. Housing is 
in short supply. The density has been increased but the overall development 
is still not high density. Approval would result in £56,000 for  
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off- site affordable housing and a £50,000 CIL contribution for the local 
community.  

 
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: the Council’s five 

year land supply for housing was not set when the previous application was 
submitted; the previous application for a road, in the Undeveloped Coast, and 
four dwellings in an Area of Great Landscape Value and Coastal Preservation 
Area, was allowed at appeal by an Inspector because of the lack of five year 
land supply; the previous application is an anomaly and should have been 
refused; the current application is also an anomaly and should be refused; the 
Local Plan should be adhered to and has no value if not. 

 
 In response to a question asking why approval had been recommended at 

agenda page 26, the Senior Planning Officer referred to Section 70 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act. The report circulated with the agenda 
discusses all material considerations. The four dwellings and the red 
boundary line in which development can take place was approved at appeal. 
The additional dwelling is within the red boundary development line. The area 
of Undeveloped Coast and Open Countryside are material considerations. 
However, the Inspector approved development within the red boundary. Other 
material considerations are residential amenity, design and highway safety. It 
is considered that the plot is further away from existing residents and 
therefore would not impact on amenities. The design is as the other four 
dwellings, and one additional dwelling would not impact on highway safety. 
The Inspector allowed the appeal because at the time the current Local Plan 
had not been adopted and the Council could not demonstrate a five year land 
supply.  

 
The Business Manager added that the Council was found to be unreasonable 
at the time and the Appellant was awarded costs. The Council now has an 
adopted Local Plan, and the application is contrary to it. However, 
circumstances and the fact that it is now a residential development site has to 
be taken into account. The site is in the Undeveloped Coast and outside the 
village development area, but there would be no impact as a result of the 
additional dwelling. The decision of the appeal was published at a very late 
stage of the Local Plan process and was not included in the Local Plan.  
 
The Solicitor understood that the Members were unhappy with the decision of 
the Planning Inspector but this was not an opportunity to redress matters.  He 
advised that Members need to consider what site specific objections they have 
regarding the additional house not the matters of principal that the Inspector 
had considered. The Solicitor advised that he had not heard Members raise 
any site specific concerns that would justifty a refusal of the application.  
 
In response to a concern that permission for a fifth dwelling should be refused 
because the Inspector granted permission for an application for four dwellings, 
the Business Manager advised that this would be hard to argue because the 
application relates to the area granted approval for development. The  
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circumstance is the result of the historic legacy between the time period of a 
lack of a five year housing supply, and the adoption of the Local Plan.  
 
It was noted that an adequate turning space on site remains as part of the 
proposal.  
 
It was proposed by Councillor Clarance and seconded by Councillor Fusco 
that the application be refused on the grounds of development in the 
Undeveloped Coast and outside of the settlement boundary.  
 
The Business Manager advised that in addition to the reasons for refusal that 
the application is contrary to Policies EN2 and S22, as yet there was no 
provision for affordable housing, and no mitigation against impact of 
development on Dawlish Warren SAC and Exe Estuary SPA.  
 
Councillor Clarance proposed that the issues above be included in the 
reasons for refusal. This was seconded by Councillor Fusco.  

  
 Resolved 
 
 Permission refused for the following reasons:  
 

1. Contrary to Policy EN2, inappropriate development in the Undeveloped 
Coast 

2. Contrary to Policy S22, Development in the Countryside, outside the 
settlement boundary. 

3. No provision for affordable housing. 
4. No mitigation against impact of development on Dawlish Warren SAC and 

Exe Estuary SPA. 
 (11 votes for and 6 against) 
 
(v) BOVEY TRACEY - 15/02795/OUT - Rosemount, Hind Street - Outline 

planning application for the principle of one dwelling (approval sought 
for access) 

 
 Note:  Councillor Klinkenberg declared a Paragraph 14 interest, took part in 

the debate but did not vote. 
 
 Public Speaker: Objector, Mrs Hogwill - An application for a dwelling was 

previously refused on the grounds that it would be too dominant and bulky, 
and detrimental to the amenities of the neighbouring dwellings; the current 
application is in outline only but nothing has changed; the slope of the land is 
still as was, being higher at the site than her neighbouring dwelling; any 
development on the site would be too dominant; the Town Council has 
concerns; and highway and pedestrian safety issues, in relation to Hind Street 
being too narrow and steep for additional traffic from the site.  
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Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Downes – The Local Plan supports the 
application; there is a presumption in favour of development; a sustainable 
site close to the town centre; a garage is already on the road side; the  
application refers to the principle of development and access only; the 
previous reason for refusal did not include the principle of a dwelling; and 
much can be done to reduce the impact of a dwelling on site. 

 
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: any development 

would be dominant, bulky and detrimental to amenities of neighbours; it is 
premature until the result of the appeal decision for the previous application; 
overlooking; highway safety concerns for pedestrians and all users of Hind 
Street; the narrow section of Hind Street is too narrow for both vehicles and 
pedestrians; loss of aesthetics of that part of the town; the height of any 
dwelling on site determined by the level of the ground would be dominant; the 
site is not in a Conservation Area; a garage is already in situ and is an access 
point although not currently used; and the site is sufficiently large to 
accommodate a single storey dwelling, which would in turn be dominated by 
Sunbeam.  

 
 In response to the above comments, the Business Manger advised that a 

highway reason to refuse the application could not be substantiated with a 
lack of highway objection from the County Highway Engineer; the previous 
reason for refusal related to the detail of the dwelling only and this has been 
removed from the current application; the reasons for refusal of the previous 
application did not include highways, therefore it would be unreasonable to 
refuse the current application on highway grounds; a different design and 
location on site could be acceptable; and it is not a foregone conclusion that 
any dwelling on the site would be too dominant and bulky for the site and 
detrimental to the amenities of neighbours.  

 
 Members considered that any proposed dwelling would be too dominant and 

bulky for the site and detrimental to the amenities of neighbours because due 
to its size, shape, topography and proximity of surrounding dwellings, the site 
is not capable of accommodating a dwelling without adverse impacts on 
residential amenity. 

  
It was proposed by Councillor Kerswell and seconded by Councillor Colclough 
that the application be refused because: due to its size, shape, topography 
and proximity of surrounding dwellings, the site is not capable of 
accommodating a dwelling without adverse impacts on residential amenity.  
 

 Resolved 
 

Permission refused for the following reasons: 
1. Due to its size, shape, topography and proximity of surrounding dwellings, 

the site is not capable of accommodating a dwelling without adverse 
impacts on residential amenity.  

 (8 votes for, 6 against and 4 abstentions) 
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6. ENFORCEMENT ISSUES 

 
The Committee noted a report on enforcement issues dealt with under 
delegated powers since the last meeting of the Committee.  

 
7. APPEAL DECISIONS 
 
 The Committee noted a report circulated with the agenda on decisions made 

by the Planning Inspectorate on appeals against refusal of planning 
permission. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
DENNIS SMITH 
Chairman 


