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1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 
 Councillor Haines submitted a request that this application be considered by 
 Committee as the proposal is “unique” and as there are concerns about the 
 retention of the work element. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the proposal for the following reasons: 
 
 1. The proposal is not in accordance with the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-
 2033 or the National Planning Policy Framework. More particularly, the proposal is 
 contrary to Policy S22 (Countryside) and Policy EC2 (Loss of Employment Land). 
 The site is not allocated for residential development and the site lies beyond the 
 settlement limits of Newton Abbot in the open Countryside. The proposal is for 
 residential development in the countryside outside the settlement, where residential 
 development is not permitted. There is no overriding material consideration that 
 would justify  departing from this policy of restraint; 
 
 2. The Council is able to demonstrate a five year plus 20% supply of housing land 
 and the housing trajectory is realistic and can be delivered. Therefore there is no 
 overriding need to release this land for residential development when considered 
 against the conflict of the proposal with Policy S22 (Countryside) of the Teignbridge 
 Local Plan 2013-2033; and, 
 
 3. Inadequate provision for Affordable Housing and Custom Build Housing has been 
 made and no mechanism for its provision secured, contrary to Policy WE2 
 (Affordable Housing Site Targets) and WE7 (Custom Build Dwellings) of the 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 



 

 

3. DESCRIPTION 
 
 Site Description 
 
3.1 The site is located in the open countryside approximately 600 metres to the south 
 east of the built-up edge of Newton Abbot. It is within an Area of Great Landscape 
 Value (AGLV) and falls within the boundary of a Scheduled Monument (SM) known 
 as Milber Down Camp. Immediately to the east of the site is a covered and raised 
 reservoir.  
 
3.2 The site currently has a number of buildings of various styles which are classified as 
 B1 (Business) and B2 (General Industrial) which were used previously as an 
 abattoir and more recently an animal cutting plant.  
 
3.3 There is a large area of hard-standing for parking and turning of vehicles. 
 
3.4 The greenfield area of the site is currently used for grazing. 
 
3.5 There is an existing access to the site off St Marychurch Road in the north eastern 
 corner of the site and it is from this point that the hedgerow begins and runs along 
 the course of the road as far as the Milber Down Scheduled Monument. 
 
 The Proposal 
 
3.6 The proposal seeks to provide 20 live/work units on the site of the Milber abattoir.  
 
3.7 The application is seeking full planning permission. 
 
3.8 The layout plan shows a total of six 4-bed units, seven 3-bed units and seven 2-bed 
 units. The types of units are also mixed; some are flats, other terraces, some are 
 two storey and others three storey, and a number have private gardens whilst some 
 have access to shared space only.  
 
3.9 Fifteen of the units have integral work space, and five of the units have workspace 
 which is physically separated from the residential space.  
 
3.10 The proposal includes shared space and facilities including a courtyard space in the 
 centre of the development, an orchard to the west, allotments to the north, shared 
 ‘community hub’/office space, and bike and bin storage. 
 
3.11 There would be a single vehicular access off St Marychurch Road.  
 
 Relevant Site History 
 
3.12 The site has been the location for an abattoir and cutting plant in the past and much 
 of the planning history for the site reflects this with various applications for 
 refurbishments and extensions.  
 
3.13 The remaining planning history relates to applications to demolish the abattoir and 
 replace it with an office block. An application was originally submitted in 2008 but 



 

 

 was withdrawn because additional information was required to enable the 
 application to be determined – there was insufficient time remaining before the 
 determination target date and it was agreed to withdraw the application and 
 re-submit once the work and any necessary changes had been completed.  
 
3.14 The application with the necessary modifications was re-submitted in 2009 and was 
 approved at Committee.  
 
3.15 A subsequent application was then submitted in 2012 for an extension of time for 
 implementation and was approved. The descriptions and reference numbers for 
 these applications are listed below. 
 

12/01181/MAJ - Demolition of existing abattoir/cutting plant, erection of two storey 
office building (Use Class B1) and new access to St Marychurch Road (extension of 
time for implementation) – Approved  

 
09/01253/MAJ – Demolition of existing abattoir/cutting plant, erection of two storey 
office building (Use Class B1), and new access to St Marychurch Road – Approved 

 
08/02822/MAJ – Demolition of existing abattoir/cutting plant and erection of two 
storey office building – Withdrawn 

 
3.16 The 2012 planning permission for a two storey office building of approximately 
 1,800 sq m expired on 12 July 2015.  No application to discharge the various pre-
 commencement conditions has been submitted and we are not aware that a 
 material start on site has been made.  
 
3.17 This permission is therefore of limited relevance to the current determination but 
 does still form part of the planning history of the site. 
 
 Observations  
 
 Principle of the development/sustainability 
 
3.18 The site is currently used for employment/business purposes. 
 
3.19 The structures on site at present, whilst not attractive, are relatively unobtrusive 
 within the landscape. 
 
3.20 The applicant suggests that the “live/work” units would be classified as Sui Generis 

 in accordance with the advice given in Circular 03/2005 ‘Changes of Use of 
 Buildings and Land’. It should be noted that this Circular has been withdrawn and 
 replaced by the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), which makes no 
explicit reference to live/work units. 



 

 

 
3.21 The proposals include a significant amount of residential accommodation and, 
 hence, regard must be had to the strategic development policies of the Local Plan – 
 most  importantly S22 (Countryside), as well as the advice contained in the 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) regarding isolated residential 
 development in the countryside. 
 
3.22 Policy S22 notes that “development and investment will be managed to provide 
 attractive, accessible and biodiverse landscapes, sustainable settlements and a 
 resilient rural economy.” 
 
3.23 Furthermore it limits development necessary to meet this aim including: 

a) “Affordable housing… 
b) …industry, business, warehousing, … 
c) Transport,… community facilities… 
d) Development to support biodiversity and geodiversity…” 

 
 Subject to: 

1. The distinctive qualities of the landscape 
2. The integrity of green infrastructure and biodiversity networks 
3. Impact on overall travel patterns arising from the scale and type of 

 development proposed; and, 
4. The need to ensure that development in the countryside does not have an 

 adverse effect on the integrity of the South Hams Special Area of 
 Conservation (SAC) 

 
3.24 Whilst it is not expected that the Local Plan could include policies to address all 
 forms of development that might arise, it is clear from this policy of general 
 countryside restraint that open market residential development in the countryside 
 should be resisted. 
 
3.25 The Applicant has highlighted the drive in the NPPF and the NPPG (both material 
 considerations in the determination of planning applications) to deliver new homes, 
 support the economy and focus on good design.  These aspirations are noted 
 however it is not considered that they, in isolation, are sufficient to override the 
 policy of restraint that is also embodied in those documents, as well as, specifically, 
 Policy S22 of the Local Plan. 
 
3.26 The proposal is in clear and direct conflict with the strategic policies of the 
 Development Plan.  It is not considered that the proposal constitutes sustainable 
 development and therefore in principle support for the development cannot be 
 given. 
 
3.27 The unique nature of the proposal, however, is such that it is worth considering 
 whether material considerations would outweigh this “in principle” objection. 
 
 The “Loss” of an Employment site 
 



 

 

3.28 The proposed live/work units would deliver around 480 square metres of “work” 
 space.  This is around 20-25 square metres per unit.  Currently single garages, for 
 information, are usually around 18 square metres. 
 
3.29 The recently expired planning permission for the site was for office development of 
 around 1,800 square metres. 
 
3.30 The existing use on site provides around 750 square metres of employment 
 floorspace.  At the time of the previous application the existing business was 
 indicated to support 25 jobs.  The approved office development could have directly 
 supported perhaps 100 jobs. 
 
3.31 Superficially, it would seem that the proposal could support a similar number of jobs 
 as the 2009 position even with an almost halving of the floorspace (assuming the 
 minimum of 1 job per unit). 
 
3.32 An alternative, employment-focused form of development would, though, be likely to 
 support more jobs – but perhaps would struggle to achieve the values required to 
 support the archaeological investigations that would be required in the event of any 
 new areas of below ground works being necessary. 
 
3.33 Policy EC2 (Loss of Employment Sites) seeks to prevent the loss of employment 
 sites unless other benefits could outweigh the loss.  Compliance with this policy is a 
 matter of planning balance.  Clearly the proposal could support some employment, 
 but it is not clear that this would outweigh the loss of industrial space (Use Class 
 B2) for which it is particularly difficult to find sites. 
 
3.34 Subject to compliance with a number of criteria, the Local Plan would be generally 
 supportive (EC3 Rural Employment) of the re-development of the site for 
 employment purposes, although it does not “adjoin a defined settlement”. 
 
3.35 The principle of re-development for employment purposes has been considered 
 acceptable previously and, it is considered, could be acceptable again, subject to 
 the scale and nature of any such proposals.  The expired consent is clearly not a 
 “fall-back” in terms of planning policy any more but other proposals may be 
 acceptable. 
 
3.36 The applicant rightly highlights the support that Local Plan Policy EC4 gives to 
 working from home  as part of a strategy to support a diverse economy.  This is, 
 however, intended to support diversification through efficient use of existing 
 buildings and does not provide justification for over-riding the policy of restraint set 
 out in Policy S22 and elsewhere. 
 
3.37 It is not considered that the employment benefits of the proposal are sufficient to 
 outweigh the loss of a site in B-Class use from the Teignbridge Employment Land 
 Supply. 
 
 Affordable housing / custom build 
 



 

 

3.38 The applicant has indicated that, subject to viability, they would be content to enter 
 into a Section 106 Agreement to consider making an off-site affordable housing 
 contribution. 
 
3.39 The Application site is within the Parish of Coffinswell but is not within a settlement.  
 The starting point for affordable housing discussions should therefore be on the 
 basis of 100% affordable housing (as the only acceptable residential development 
 in the Open Countryside is that to meet identified rural housing needs (Policy S22 
 and WE5 Rural Exceptions)). 
 
3.40 The Draft Affordable Housing SPD suggests that an off-site contribution figure for 
 this development would be in excess of £2,000,000.  This, alongside extensive 
 archaeological investigations required to support this development, is likely to 
 generate a viability gap for the development such that the amount of affordable 
 housing provided would be reduced.  Similarly, any contribution for off-site custom 
 build provision in accordance with Policy WE7 is likely to be impacted. 
 
3.41 The delivery of affordable housing cannot at this stage be considered a material 
 consideration that would weigh in favour of departing from the policies of restraint 
 identified above. 
 
 Impact upon setting of Scheduled Monument 
 
3.42 The proposed development could have a significant impact on the Scheduled 
 Monument – indeed Scheduled Monument Consent would be required for any 
 works on site. 
 
3.43 The proposal does however offer a real opportunity for significant archaeological 
 investigation to take place that would otherwise be unlikely to happen. 
 
3.44 This would provide an opportunity to discover more information about the site and 
 an opportunity to work with, and disseminate information to, the local community. 
 
3.45 There could therefore be significant heritage benefits coming from the proposal as 
 well as, as a consequence of the increased quality of the structures on the site and 
 the removal of existing features, delivering an enhanced setting for those elements 
 of the monument that would not be directly affected by the proposals. 
 
3.46 English Heritage (now Historic England) and Devon County Council’s 
 archaeological team do not object to the proposal and indeed appear to cautiously 
 welcome the scheme and the opportunities it presents. 
 
3.47 The Environmental Statement submitted in support of the application suggests that 
 the substantial knowledge derived from the archaeological mitigation strategy for 
 the site (involving excavation, community engagement and making the historic 
 features at the site legible in the detailed design of the proposed scheme)  justifies 
 the irreversible impact of the scheme on the Scheduled Monument, and reverses 
 the significance of effect from major adverse to moderate beneficial. 
 



 

 

3.48 The timing of the relevant works would need to be secured through condition; 
 Scheduled Monument Consent would also address these matters. 
 
 The design of the proposal and the Impact upon the character and visual amenity of 
 the area/open countryside 
 
3.49 The design concept for the site has emerged through considerable discussion with 
 officers and, it is felt, has some considerable merit. 
 
3.50 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment forms part of the Environmental 
 Statement submitted in support of the application.  This is particularly important as 
 the site is located within an Area of Great Landscape Value.  Local Plan Policy 
 EN2A  (Landscape Protection and Enhancement) suggests that development will: 
 “be sympathetic to and help to conserve and enhance the natural and cultural 
 landscape...” It is considered that this proposal would accord with the requirements 
 of this policy. 
 
3.51 The muted palette of materials (subject to details) proposed for the development is 
 considered appropriate and the use of the “contemporary steading” concept to 
 generate the form of the proposals is considered to provide a high quality proposal.  
 
3.52 It sits comfortably within the landscape and, whilst it is visible from some 
 viewpoints, existing and proposed screening will help it to blend with – as opposed 
 to being screened from - the landscape. 
 
3.53 The existing building is similarly visible from a number of locations and its current 
 appearance and colour is such that it stands out within the landscape in some 
 views.  The Landscape Assessment identifies it as a “poor fit” with the rural 
 landscape. 
 
3.54 The tower house concept that sits at the entrance to the site and provides a 
 legibility/marker feature as well as being reminiscent of clock towers that may have 
 been found on grander estate farms, provides the most challenging part of the 
 scheme at 4 storeys.  The site is broadly level and this feature is taller than the 
 existing buildings (and the remainder of the proposed buildings) on site by 
 approximately 5 metres.  The community/mixed use of this element and its location 
 within the site contribute to the view that, on balance, this is considered an 
 acceptable feature. 
 
3.55 The Environmental Statement concludes that, after mitigation, there will be no 
 residual “significant effects” on the landscape or visual receptors during either the 
 construction or operational phases of the development. 
 
3.56 This conclusion, combined with the quality of the design of the proposal in principle, 
 would weigh in favour of the proposal.  There is not considered to be any conflict 
 with Policy EN2A or S2 (Quality Development) of the Local Plan. 
 
3.57 Conditions would be required relating to materials and finishes and the landscape 
 scheme/management of the site. 
 



 

 

 Impact on ecology/biodiversity 
 
3.58 A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal has been submitted in support of the application.  
 The RSPB have raised some minor points about securing better outcomes for 
 biodiversity but they do not object to the proposal.   
 
3.59 Subject to the implementation of the recommendations of the report, including its 
 Conservation Action Statement, it is considered that the proposal could have a 
 positive effect on ecology and biodiversity at the site through increasing the range 
 of flora in particular that would be present at the site. This could be secured through 
 conditions 
 
 Highway access and safety 
 
3.60 A Technical Note providing a Transportation and Access Appraisal has been 
 submitted in support of the application.  It highlights the scarcity of data for 
 live/work units on which to base any transport assessment and hence it relies on 
 data for “private housing” schemes. 
 
3.61 This notes that the level of trips generated by the proposal would be significantly 
 below that generated by the (then extant) office proposal.  It also notes that the live 
 /work use would itself have an impact on reducing the number of trips from the site 
 for work purposes. 
 
3.62 It is not surprising that the peak hour trip rates from the site are relatively modest – 
 a development of 20 live/work units would not be expected to have a “severe” 
 impact (in terms of the NPPF) on the operation of the highway network.   
 
3.63 Issues relating to the access to the site more properly relate to its overall 
 accessibility by a variety of modes including, for example, access to education 
 facilities.  The nature of the site is such that there is little realistic choice for site 
 users but to access it by the private car.  This reinforces earlier concerns around 
 the overall sustainability of the site – notwithstanding the fact that trips related to 
 work activities may be reduced. 
 
3.64 Pedestrian access to the site could be improved through adjustments to local 
 footpaths as highlighted by a representation to the application.  This is not however 
 within the control of the applicant at this time and could not therefore be delivered 
 through this application.  It would also impact on other parts of the footpath network 
 with effects that have not been considered through this application. 
 
3.65 Devon County Council as Highway Authority have not sought to address matters 
 relating to the over-arching sustainability/suitability of the site but have instead 
 focused on the safe operation of the site access in their response. 
 
3.66 Subject to the achievement of visibility splays that take account of the speed of 
 traffic along the access road, there is no objection from Devon County Council to 
 the proposal. 
 



 

 

3.67 This matter is not considered to be material to the determination of the application 
 but would need to be controlled through conditions if Members were minded to 
 approve the application. 
 
 Impact on nearby residential properties 
 
3.68 The nearest residential property is Little Haccombe Farm.  Its proximity to the site 
 means it has been considered in the Visual Impact Assessment.  It is however 
 sufficiently distant form the site (easily in excess of 50 metres) that it is not 
 considered that there would be any unacceptable impact on residential amenity as 
 a consequence of the proposals.  
 
3.69 The Assessment states: 
 
 “It sits opposite the reservoir site which is immediately adjacent to the proposed 
 development site and the farmhouse faces directly onto this structure although the 
 roadside hedging means that views outwards from the front of the property are 
 restricted to the first floor bedroom windows only. From these windows an oblique 
 view onto the proposed scheme would be possible...  
 
 The view across the field between the abattoir and the hill fort to the open 
 countryside beyond would be partially obscured by the elevations of the proposed 
 development running north/south and the general impression would be of a more 
 extensive range of buildings than is the case at the moment, though these are 
 considered to make a positive contribution to the site and setting by virtue of their 
 design.” 
 
 This would seem a reasonable assessment of the position. 
 
 Ground Conditions, Drainage and Utilities 
 
3.70 Technical reports addressing each of these matters have been submitted with the 
 application. 
 
3.71 Whilst conditions relating to ground conditions and drainage would be required, it is 
 not considered that there are any reasons for refusal relating to ground conditions, 
 drainage and utilities matters. 
 
 Retention of the work element in perpetuity 
 
3.72 The applicant has suggested that: 
 

 “Planning conditions are regularly used to control and restrict the occupancy of the 

residential units and to restrict the use classes allowed in the workspaces. There 

are several examples of live-work developments where such conditions have been 

used. The planning portal includes model conditions as follows: 

• The business floorspace of the live-work unit shall be finished ready for 

occupation before the residential floorspace is occupied and the residential 

use shall not precede commencement of the business use.  



 

 

• The business floorspace of the live-work unit shall not be used for any 

purpose other than for purposes within Class B1 in the Schedule to the Town 

and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in any provision 

equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting 

that Order with or without modification.  

• The residential floorspace of the live-work unit shall not be occupied other 

than by a person solely or mainly employed, or last employed in the business 

occupying the business floorspace of that unit, a widow or widower of such a 

person, or any resident dependants.  

 It is considered that the adaption of these conditions to reflect the scale of the 

development is appropriate, and would secure the occupation and use of each unit 

as a live-work development.” 

3.73 In addition to considering these conditions, conditions would be required to ensure 
 that each “live” unit remains associated with its “work” unit in perpetuity.  This 
 would, it is considered, best be provided through a Section 106 legal agreement to 
 ensure that it is registered as a land charge to continue to restrict future occupiers.   
 This would require further discussion. 
 
3.74 Any planning permission would also need to be conditioned to limit the use at the 
 site to a Sui Generis use to reduce the prospects of changes being made to the 
 permitted use through potential future alterations to permitted development rights – 
 including particularly to ensure the future preservation of the work element. 
 
3.75 Permitted Development Rights may also need to be removed to protect the integrity 
 of the design and concept of the site. 
 
3.76 The on-going control and management of the use of the site is a planning dilemma.  
 The Local Planning Authority does not have the resources to continually monitor the 
 use of sites such as this one.  Approaches that are used in relation to holiday 
 occupancy restrictions through the use of annual data returns through Section 106 
 agreements could form a useful basis for this activity.  The difficulty of control does 
 not mean, though, that permission should not be granted.  Further discussion about 
 this would be needed were Members minded to grant consent. 
 
 Conclusion and the Planning Balance 
 
3.77 As outlined above there are many positive aspects to this scheme.  It would: 

• re-develop a currently unattractive site through the delivery of a contemporary 
reinterpretation of a historic rural feature enhancing the Area of Great 
Landscape Value; 

• deliver work space assisting with diversifying the local employment base; 

• secure significant archaeological investigation of a Scheduled Monument; 

• enhance the biodiversity value of the site. 
 
3.78 However, there is an over-riding in principle conflict with Policy S22 (Countryside) 
 as well as a conflict with Policy EC2 (Loss of Employment sites) and it is not felt 



 

 

 that, on balance, the material considerations outlined above would outweigh this 
 conflict. 
 
3.79 The recommendation, on balance, is therefore one of refusal. 
 
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 
 S1A (Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development)   
 S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria)      
 S2 (Quality Development)        
 S5 (Infrastructure)         
 S6 (Resilience)         
 S7 (Carbon Emission Targets)       
 S9 (Sustainable Transport)        
 S11 (Pollution)         
 S22 (Countryside)         
 EC2 (Loss of Employment Sites)       
 EC3 (Rural Employment)        
 EC4 (Working from Home)        
 WE2 (Affordable Housing Site Targets)      
 WE5 (Rural Exceptions)        
 WE7 (Custom Build Dwellings)       
 EN2A (Landscape Protection and Enhancement)     
 EN5 (Heritage Assets)        
 EN7 (Contaminated Land)        
 EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement )    
 EN9 (Important Habitats and Features)      
 EN12 (Woodlands, Trees and Hedgerows)      
  
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Policy Guidance 
 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 Environmental Health – Contaminated Land - No objections, requests application of 

Unsuspected Contamination condition 
 
 Conservation Officer - Support the comments made by Devon County Council 

Archaeology and English Heritage 
 
 Devon County Council Archaeology - Should consent be granted by your Authority 

for this development the applicant will need to apply for Scheduled Monument 
Consent from the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport in advance of any 
development commencing. 

 Recommends a condition requiring the implementation of the submitted 
 Archaeological Method Statement for the Former Milber Abattoir.’ 



 

 

 In addition, given the high profile nature of Milber Camp as an important 
 archaeological site advises that there should be some form of public involvement in 
 the archaeological work.  This could take the form of community involvement in the 
 fieldwork through to the provision of open days to enable the general public access
 to the results of the fieldwork. 

 English Heritage (Now Historic England) 

 Summary 
 
 The application is for a number of 'live/work' units on the former Milber Abattoir site. 
 The site is wholly contained within the Milber Camp Scheduled Monument. All and 
 any works will require Scheduled Monument Consent irrespective of any planning 
 consents that may or may not be in existence or forthcoming. 
 
 English Heritage Advice  
 
 The site enjoys an existing consent for a large office building on the actual abattoir 
 site and this new application would occupy more land outside the footprint of former 
 development, however, English Heritage consider the new proposals to have a less 
 visible impact on the setting of the remainder of the monument, which comprises 
 the multi-vallate (multiple ditches) Milber Camp itself and the adjacent enclosures 
 and Milber 'small camp'. It is thought that Milber Camp is Iron Age in origin and that 
 the 'small camp' is Roman. 
 
 Following extensive pre-application discussion and mindful of the above we have 
 indicated that a suitably-designed scheme such as that submitted would be 
 considered favourably subject to suitable detailed specifications and arrangements 
 for archaeological mitigation. Allied to this will be the need to ensure dissemination 
 to the local and wider populace of the results of the programme of archaeological 
 works.  
 
 Finally we would recommend that any consent be conditional upon the 
 implementation or provision of a scheme of management and conservation works 
 for the remainder of the monument. This is outside the 'red line' area and as such 
 would need to be secured through Unilateral Undertaking or Section 106 
 agreement. 
 
 The application is supported by a comprehensive range of supporting 
 documentation including the results of geophysical survey, archaeological 
 evaluation, heritage statement and an archaeological method statement. 
 
 We do not intend to comment on the method statement or brief in detail, we have 
 approved in principle and, other than the note below we will expect to provide 
 detailed recommendations and requirements through the Scheduled Monument 
 Consent process. 
 
 Our only comment here is that at 4.2.9 reference is made to % excavation which, 
 we believe, refers back to 3.5 of the brief for archaeological works which refers to 
 percentage excavation of linear features. We would just note that this refers to the 



 

 

 main camp ditches and that other linear features will be subject to 100% excavation 
 as with the remainder of features. 
  
 Recommendation 
 
 English Heritage do not wish to raise objection to the proposals provided that any 
 consent be subject to the following conditions: 

• Scheduled Monument Consent must be sought and received before works 
commence. 

• A Written Scheme of Investigation must be submitted and approved by Devon 
County Council and English Heritage. 

• Site staff are named and assigned to the project until completion. 

• Confirmation that contingencies are in place sufficient to address the 
recommendations of specialist advisors. 

• That a scheme of environmental/management works is produced and 
implemented in association with English Heritage and the owners of the 
remainder of the monument. 

  
 We would welcome the opportunity of advising further. Please consult us again if 
 any additional information or amendments are submitted. If, notwithstanding our 
 advice, you propose to approve the scheme in its present form, please advise us of 
 the date of the committee and send us a copy of your report at the earliest 
 opportunity. 
 
 Devon County Council (Education) - Highlight the pressure the proposal would put 

on school places and note that funding may be required from the Community 
Infrastructure Levy in due course. 

 
 Devon County Council (Highways) - Although this application is for live/work which 

reduces the trip rate for this development, school trips, shopping, etc., will still be 
required. The visibility at the access is shown on the drawing 013 L (dr) 01 and may 
not be appropriate for a 60 m.p.h. road.  

 
 The application makes no provision for a footway or cycle links link to the town and 
 there are no available bus stops within the required distance of the site. 
 
 Requests conditions addressing construction management, visibility splays, site 
 access standards, provision of parking, drainage, etc., facilities. 
 
 Environment Agency - The site is under 1 hectare; therefore we will not be providing 
 comment on the submitted Flood Risk Assessment. 
 
 Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) - The Phase 2 Assessment infers that 
 there does not appear to be a high risk of pollution to controlled waters and 
 recommends the submission of a  Phase 2 Assessment, which we support. 
 
 RSPB - The site is within 500 metres of a cirl bunting breeding territory recorded in 
 the most recent national survey in 2009. It is possible that cirl buntings may use 
 suitable habitat on site, though currently the potential for this is very limited. 
 



 

 

 The RSPB supports the majority of the recommendations for mitigation and 
 enhancement (Conservation Action Statement) in the Preliminary Ecological 
 Appraisal Report (Blackdown Environmental, May 2014) with some minor 
 amendments. 
 
 South West Water - Highlight the location of a public sewer and standard easement 
 /drainage requirements 
 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 3 representations received, one in support, one of objection and one comment.  

Matters raised include: 
1. Concern due to the lack of footpath/cycleway  
2. The proposal is presented as sympathetic to its setting 
3. The current industrial buildings are not sympathetic to their setting 
4. The design is of a high quality 
5. There is a possibility of improved footpath links subject to other links being 

extinguished etc 
   
7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 Coffinswell: The Parish Council have no objections to the application. There are 

concerns, however, about the lack of footpath access for residents of the 
development and loss of workshop integrity should the plots be sold over time. 

 
 Haccombe-with-Combe Parish Council: Objects to this application for the following 
 reasons: 

1. It is outside the Local Development Plan; 
2. It is outside the Local Development Framework; 
3. There is no provision for affordable housing; 
4. Huge increase in square footage compared to the previous use of the site;   
5. There is no sustainable bus transport system – there is no bus stop nearby 

and it is too dangerous to walk along St Marychurch Road to the nearest 
stop; 

6. Twenty units is too many for this site; 
7. Its proximity to Milber Fort and the impact it will have on this historical site. 

 
8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

 
 The proposed gross internal area is 2,001 square metres.  The existing gross 
 internal area in lawful use for a continuous period of at least six months within the 
 three years immediately preceding this grant of planning permission is 765 square 
 metres. The CIL liability for this development (if approved) based on 1,236 net m2 at 
 £200 per m2 CIL rate is therefore £247,200, before indexation.  
 
 Coffinswell Parish does not currently have a Neighbourhood Plan in place.  Without 
 a Neighbourhood Plan 15% of any payment could be spent by the parish (this is 
 £37,080); with a Neighbourhood Plan it would be 25%, (which would be £61,800).  

 
9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 



 

 

 
 In determining this planning application, the Local Planning Authority has taken into 
 consideration the Environmental Statement submitted with the planning application 
 and also all of the consultation responses and representations received, in 
 accordance with Regulation 3 (4) of The Town and Country Planning 
 (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. 

 
 
WARD MEMBERS:  Councillors Cook and Haines, Kerswell with Coombe 



 

 

 


