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extension and single storey front extension 
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1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 
 Councillor Price requested Committee consideration because he considers that the 

development would be overbearing and overdevelopment of the site.  The porch 
would set an unwelcome precedent in the street scene by its size and mass 
compared to neighbouring properties, by loss of light and privacy and an adverse 
impact on neighbours' amenity space. 

 
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 the approved details 
3. Two off-street car-parking spaces to be provided in accordance with details 
 to be submitted and thereafter retained 

 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
3.1 The application site is a two storey dwelling with gables facing front and rear.  

There is a single flat roofed garage attached to the north elevation and outbuildings 
along the north boundary which project out into the rear garden.  To the rear is a full 
width conservatory.  

 
3.2 The proposal seeks to remove the garage and conservatory and to build a porch to 

the front which wraps around the house in a single storey extension along the north 
elevation and to add a two storey extension projecting out 4 metres from the rear of 
the original house which is the width of the main dwelling. 

 
3.3 Revised details have been submitted which include a hipped roof to the two storey 

element at the rear in order to reduce its bulk and reduce light loss to the neighbour 
to the north.  Materials are proposed to match. 

 
 



 

 

 Principle of the development/sustainability 
 
3.4 The proposed works involve an extension to an existing dwelling, and there will be 

sufficient amenity space remaining on site, due to the large garden, that the 
development would not constitute overdevelopment of the site.  It is therefore in 
accordance with Policy S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) 
of the Teignbridge Local Plan.  

 
 Impact upon the character and visual amenity of the area 
 
3.5 It is considered that the development will not adversely affect the character or 

appearance of the locality; it is of a good design and will not appear incongruous in 
the street scene.  The houses in this area are not in a uniform row and their front 
gardens vary in depth.  It is considered that the addition of the front extension will 
not constitute an overbearing addition to the street scene and, although it will be 
noticeable, it would add some interest to the rather bland facade.  The side 
extension is not much different to the existing situation, being development along 
the north boundary but the new development will have the added benefit of 
presenting a more sympathetic roof design to the street frontage view. 

 
3.6 With regard to the two storey rear extension, this will be visible from the road at the 

rear; however, it is not considered that the addition would have any undue impact 
on the street scene from this perspective.   

 
3.7 Policy S2 (Quality Development) of the Teignbridge Local Plan expects a number of 

design criteria to be met in order to deliver quality design and to ensure that respect 
is paid to the local area.  It is considered that the proposal satisfies this Policy   

 
 Impact on residential amenity of surrounding properties  
 
3.8 Objections have been received from the occupiers of the property to the north; 

however, it is considered that the proposal would not unduly affect the residential 
amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties. 

 
3.9 The property to the north has a glazed conservatory extension with clear windows 

facing towards the application site.  It is considered that due to this some light will 
be lost to the conservatory, but this light loss is not considered sufficient to warrant 
refusal of this application as the time during the day when this would occur would 
be brief.  

 
3.10 The application has been revised to show a hipped roof on the two storey 

extension.  This would in fact reduce the light loss and also reduce the bulk and 
massing and therefore any overbearing effect to within acceptable levels.  

 
3.11 It should be noted that this extension is not directly on the boundary and is a garage 

width away from it; furthermore the house to the north is sited at a higher level than 
the application site.   

 



 

 

3.12 Although the front projecting extension will reduce some light entering the front 
windows of the property to the north, again this is considered to be for a short time 
during the day and is therefore acceptable.   

 
3.13 The issue raised in representations about maintenance access is considered to be 
 a civil matter.  
 
3.14 There will be no undue impact on the property to the south as it is located to the 

south and there will be no light loss and although it is set at a lower level than the 
application site, due to the separation by the garage and due to the hipped roof on 
the two storey extension, the impact of this development will be even less 
noticeable.   

 
3.15 It is considered therefore that the proposal is in accordance with Policies S1 

(Sustainable Development Criteria), S2 (Quality Development) and WE8 (Domestic 
Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary Treatments) of 
the Teignbridge Local Plan.  

 
 Impact on ecology/biodiversity 
 
3.16 The assessment for bats and nesting birds revealed no sign of bats or nesting birds 

and therefore the development is considered to be in accordance with Policy EN8 
(Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement) of the Teignbridge Local Plan.  An 
informative is recommended in line with the Biodiversity Officer's Standing Advice 

 
 Highway safety 
 
3.17 There is considered sufficient space on the site to accommodate two parking 

spaces.  The drawings submitted do not illustrate this, but a condition can be 
imposed to ensure the provision of two off-street car-parking spaces.  It is not 
considered that the necessary loss of a small amount of grass will adversely affect 
the street scene and the retention of two available spaces will ensure no adverse 
impact on highway safety. 

 
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) 
 EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement) 
 EN9 (Important Habitats and Features) 
 EN11 (Legally Protected and Priority Species) 
 
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Practice Guidance 
 



 

 

5. CONSULTEES 
 
 None 
  
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 To date there have been 2 representations objecting on the following planning 

grounds:  
 
 Two Storey Extension 

1. Overbearing effect 
2. Cause loss of light to conservatory and rear rooms especially in winter 
 months 
3. Precedent 
4. Existing rear extensions are all single storey 
5. Detrimental to appearance of the area 
6. Hipping roof does not address previous objections 
7. Overdevelopment 
8. Affect quality of life 

Single storey extension 
1. Loss of light 
2. Larger than other porches in area 
3. Prevent access to guttering/down pipe 
4. Overbearing effect  

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

recommends refusal of this application for the following reasons: 
 

• Overdevelopment of the site 

• The size of the porch would set an unwelcome precedent for neighbouring 
 properties 

• It would impede the neighbours' ability to perform maintenance to their 
 property 

• It would cause a considerable loss of light to the neighbouring property 

• It would have an adverse effect on amenity space. 
 
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:   Councillors Hockin, Mayne and Price, Dawlish Central and North 
East 



 

 

  



 

 

 


