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PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
28 APRIL 2015 

 
Present: 
Councillor Clemens (Chairman) 
Councillor Smith (Vice Chairman) 
Councillors Austen, Brodie, Bunday, Colclough, Corney-Walker, Cox (for Brodie), 
Dennis, Dewhirst, Fusco, Hocking, Keeling, Kerswell, Klinkenberg, Lambert, Lewis, 
McMurray, Parker, Price and Vogel 
 
Apologies:  Councillor Brodie  
 
Members in attendance:  Councillors Clarance, Petherick, Prowse, Russell and 

Williams 
 
Officers in attendance: 
Business Manager, Strategic Place – Mr Davies 
Principal Planning Officer - Mr Perry 
Planning Officer – Mrs Smith 
Senior Planning Enforcement Officer – Mr Hobbs (Minute 6) 
Solicitor to the Council – Mr Moors 
Democratic Services Officer – Mrs Corns 
 
 
 
417. MINUTES 
 

The minutes of the meeting held on 10 March 2015 were approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 

418. CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
  
 The Chairman referred to the meeting as the last before the Elections on 

 7 May 2015. He conveyed his best wishes to all Members, either standing for 
re-election or those who would be retiring. The Committee thanked the 
Chairman for chairing the Committee over the previous years and for allowing 
full and meaningful debates at the meetings. 

 
 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. 

 
419. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

Members declared interests as detailed below.   
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420. SITE INSPECTIONS  
 

The Committee received the report of the Site Inspection Team held on 15 
April 2015 in relation to: 
 

  DAWLISH - 15/00258/REM Land at Shutterton Lane, Dawlish 
Approval of Reserved Matters for 106 Dwellings within Phase 1, (Approval 
sought for Access, Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale)    

 
  (Minute ____(ii) below refers) 
   
421. 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) DAWLISH - 15/00716/FUL - The Lawn, The Strand - Erection of concrete 

statue on pedestal  
  
 The Committee noted the receipt of two further objection representations 

expressing concerns that the statue should be more in keeping with the area, 
and that it would be costly for the local taxpayers to maintain particularly if it is 
consistently subjected to vandalism.  

  
 Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Nance  - The landmark ‘statue of happiness,’ a 

character from one of his books, would bring enjoyment to all; only a minority 
of objections had been received; it would be cast in concrete and painted with 
no maintenance required; there was much support during consultation with 
Dawlish Sainsburys shoppers to a mould of the statue; the theme of the statue 
does not need to relate to the history of Dawlish; and there is no historical 
connection between the town of Ilfracombe and its female statue. 

 
At this juncture the objector arrived at the meeting. The Committee gave 
discretion for the Objector to speak following the Supporter subject to the 
Supporter being given an opportunity to respond to comments made by the 
Objector.  
 
Public Speaker: Objector, Town Councillor Vickery - The proposed statue is 
not appropriate for the area; it is out of scale; it would neither enhance or 
preserve the appearance of the Conservation Area; no local distinctiveness 
and bears no relation to Dawlish; the proposed materials are not appropriate, 
have no connection with the locality and would require on-going maintenance; 
and bronze or timber would be more appropriate. 
 
Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Nance  - A bronze or timber statue would lose 
detail compared to a concrete statue; and a painted statue would appear more 
‘life-like.’ 
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Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: sympathy for the 
artist but concerns that the proposed materials would not weather well in the 
coastal environment; painted concrete would require on-going maintenance 
and there are no proposals on how this would be managed; commercial 
interest because the statute is a character from the artist’s book; no historical 
or character relevance to the Town; not in keeping with the area; not the 
correct location for the statue; adverse impact on the Conservation Area and 
setting of listed buildings; unlikely to attract additional tourists to the area 
particularly because it has no connection with the history of the Town; and it 
would not enhance the Town environment.  

     
 It was proposed by Councillor Price and seconded by Councillor Dennis that 

the application be refused as set out in the report circulated with the agenda. 
 
 Resolved 
 
 Permission be refused for the following reason: 
 
 The proposal is considered neither to preserve nor enhance the character or 

appearance of the Conservation Area or protect the setting of listed buildings 
and would therefore be in conflict with the stated requirements of Policy EN5 
(Heritage Assets) and Policy S2 (Quality Development) of the Teignbridge 
Local Plan 2013-2033, the Dawlish Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
and advice set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.     

 (18 votes for and 1 against) 
 
(ii)  DAWLISH - 15/00258/REM Land at Shutterton Lane, Dawlish 

Approval of Reserved Matters for 106 Dwellings within Phase 1, 
(Approval sought for Access, Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and 
Scale)    

 
  Public Speaker: Objector, Town Councillor Vickery – The development is the 

first of four phases which will constitute a major suburb of Dawlish; a village 
scale extension of 300 houses and some 800 residents; separated from the 
town by Sainsburys, industrial units; and the A379; the design of the windows 
on the front elevations is ‘over fussy’, and appears to limit light; the front 
design bears no resemblance to the rear; further stages of development at 
Shutterton should be supported by a Landscape Design Plan; a safe footpath 
should be created within this development in the direction of St Mary’s 
Cottages; the new community facility proposals should be supported by a 
viable business plan; and concerns in relation to the surface water drainage 
proposals for major holding tanks.  
 
Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Blackwell – The principle of development has 
been established; the current reserved matters application was called in 
following concerns from the Town Council; concerns and existing town design 
has been reflected in the current design; local flooding issues and run off rates 
have been considered; underground storage tanks will improve the overall 
existing surface water drainage and water run-off situation; compliance with 
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sustainability and Local Plan policies; house design and customer satisfaction 
is paramount; light airy rooms with high ceilings have been designed; the 
overall site density is up to 350 units but  this has been reduced to allow more 
area for garden and community space; land will be set aside for a community 
hall; affordable housing will be provided including two adapted to 
accommodate disabled residents; and the importance of the ecology is taken 
into account with the landscape proposals. 

 
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: a vulnerable area 

for potential flooding; concern that the attenuation tanks will not be sufficient 
and that the development will exacerbate the potential for Hazelwood Park 
properties to be flooded.  

 
The Committee was advised that drainage issues were dealt with at the 
outline planning stage at appeal when consent was supported with a Flood 
Risk Assessment. A further condition could be added to those detailed at 
agenda page 6 to require drainage attenuation tanks to be delivered at an 
early stage. 25 of the 35 affordable units will have one or two-bedrooms.  
 
Further comments raised by Members included: the Applicant has shown a 
willingness to consult and address issues; and acceptable parking provision 
with flats having one space, and some units having three or four spaces.  

  
 It was proposed by Councillor Price and seconded by Councillor Corney-

Walker that the application be approved as set out in the report circulated with 
the agenda, and a further condition requiring drainage attenuation tanks to be 
delivered at an early stage. 

 
 Resolved 
 
 Permission be granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved plans. 
2. Elevation details to be submitted and approved. 
3. Final levels to be submitted and approved. 
4. Car parking to be provided and retained. 
5. Boundary treatments to be submitted and approved. 
6. Landscaping details and management plan to be submitted and approved. 
7. Drainage attenuation tanks to be delivered at an early stage. 

 (18 votes for and 1 against) 
   
(iii)  SHALDON - 15/00346/REM - Highfield, Torquay Road - Approval of 

details for four dwellings (approval sought for access, appearance, 
landscaping, layout and scale)   

 
 The Committee noted the receipt of a further four representations relating to: 

concerns of overlooking to properties at Woodleigh Park; South West Water 
reiterating the need for a drainage strategy; a drawing illustrating the nearest 
distance between a dwelling in Woodleigh park and the proposed 
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development is 38 metres; and a development design drawing from the 
previous approved reserved matters application.  

 
 Public Speaker: Objector, Mr Granger – Objected on the grounds of: the three 

storey proposal will be overbearing, particularly for residents of Woodleigh 
Park, out of character and dominate the landscape of the Undeveloped Coast; 
a new caravan recently appeared in the field with devastating effects on the 
landscape;  last year’s reserved matters application approved 1 to 2 storey or 
split level bungalows, of which all of the lower ground floor and part of the 
upper floors would be below the current ground level; the current application 
brings the buildings forward; the Applicant claims that less excavation is 
required and the height remains as the previously approved reserved matters 
application; the current design raises the height by several metres; and has no 
bearing on the original plans. 

 
 Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Thompson – The current application proposes 

a more attractive development than the approved reserved matters, being  
less bulky, more complementary and aesthetically pleasing, and  no higher 
than the hedgerows separating the site with the caravan park; the design is 
staggered and therefore less bulky and narrower, reducing the overall profile; 
the majority of Shaldon can be  clearly seen from Teignmouth; the proposal 
would be screened by the properties in Woodleigh Park and additional  
hedgerows; the surface and foul water drainage is as detailed in the officer 
report;  the proposal is within the parameters of the Appeal Inspector’s 
decision; and improves on the previously approved reserved matters scheme.   

  
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: the buildings 

should have a low profile but this is not the case for the current application 
and will be clearly seen from Teignmouth; outside the Appeal Inspector’s 
parameters; they should be excavated further into the land; will detract from 
the character of the Undeveloped Coast; and out of keeping with the area.  

 
 The Business Manager advised that outline and reserved matters permissions 

have already been approved. The current application seeks permission for an 
alternative design. He had yet to hear a reason to justify refusal of the current 
application and which would be defendable. There would be no impact 
between the approved reserved matters and the proposed. It is a better 
design and will not be more prominent in the landscape. 

 
 It was proposed by Councillor Cox and seconded by Councillor Fusco that the 

application be refused on the grounds of a unsuitable design and a 
detrimental impact on the area designated Undeveloped Coast.  

 
 A Member of the Committee commented on highways. The Business 

Manager reiterated that the only issue for decision was in relation to the 
proposed alternative reserved matters.  All other issues were dealt with when 
outline planning permission was granted on appeal. The Council would 
require a robust argument at an appeal that the current proposals would have 
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a detrimental effect compared to the previously approved reserved matters, 
which in his opinion was not the case.  

 
 A vote on the proposal for refusal was taken. It was lost by 4 votes for and 16 
against. 

 
 It was proposed by Councillor Vogel and seconded by Councillor Dennis that 

the application be approved as set out at agenda page 14. The proposal was 
carried.  

   
 Resolved 

 Reserved matters be approved subject to the following conditions: 
1. Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans. 
2. Hard and soft landscaping scheme, including boundary treatments. 
3. Samples and details for external materials to be provided. 
4. Details for the surfacing materials to be used for all access roads and 

vehicle manoeuvring areas. 
5. Foul drainage scheme to be submitted for approval. 
6. Surface water scheme to be submitted for approval. 

 (16 votes for and 4 against) 
  
(iv)  BISHOPSTEIGNTON - 15/00085/FUL - Old Walls Vineyard, Ash Hill - 

Siting of six holiday lodges with parking facilities 
 
 Public Speaker: Objector, Mrs Williams – Represented the Council for the 

Protection of Rural England. The site is in an Area of Great Landscape Value 
and is visible from various village viewpoints; contrary to Policy EN2 -
protection of the Undeveloped Coast; outside the village envelope and would 
set a president for further encroachment; conflicts with Policy EN2(a) 
landscape protection and enhancement; conflicts with Policy  WE8 as referred 
to in paragraph 3.9 of the Planning Officer’s report; agricultural land should be 
preserved for agricultural use; there would be some tourism benefit but this 
will be outweighed by the intrusion into the countryside; the village highway 
network is narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic; and the proposal 
signifies a significant departure from the Local Plan. 

 
 Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Anderson – Significant investment had been 

made in the application following pre application discussions; Policy EN2 is 
not set out in full in the officer’s report, and can have a different interpretation; 
the proposal would have no adverse impact on the landscape; the site would 
be enhanced with the removal of a large storage shed; policy states that 
development which will have a detrimental effect will not be permitted, it does 
not state ‘no development;’ criterion (a) is not relevant  and (b) relates to 
agricultural diversification which the proposal is in compliance with; the scale, 
nature and location will not detract from the landscape; he urged a site visit as 
requested by the Parish Council.   

 
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: it would enable 

agricultural diversification and a modest boost to tourism. 
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 The Business Manager referred to the pre application discussions which had 
taken place over a long period of time and which had commenced when the 
Local Plan had not been adopted. There were clear adopted policies now in 
place. He referred to a similar application which came before Committee a few 
months previously, at Hunters Lodge in Starcross. The policy interpretation is 
very similar. Hunters Lodge was refused on policy grounds. The same policy 
interpretation applies to the current application. It is contrary to EN2, 
inappropriate development for the site and should be refused. The Solicitor 
reiterated that consistency in decision making should prevail.   

 
It was proposed by Councillor Klinkenberg that consideration be deferred 
pending a site inspection.  
 
It was proposed by Councillor Colclough and seconded by Councillor Corney-
Walker that the application be refused as set out at agenda page 23.  

 
 Further comments raised by Members of the Committee included: Policy EN2 

is clear and the proposal is contrary to it; the lodges should be ancillary to 
diversification; and vineyard sites often include restaurant, accommodation 
and teaching facilities. 

 
 In response to a question as to whether the site could expand if permission 

were to be granted, the Business manager advised that any further 
development would require planning permission.  

 
 Resolved 
 
 Permission be refused for the following reason: 
 

The proposed development would be located in designated Undeveloped 
Coast.  The development does not provide either a minor alteration in line with 
Policy WE8 of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033, a development required 
for the purposes of agriculture or forestry or involve a use that requires a 
coastal location.  The proposal must therefore be regarded as inappropriate 
and conflicts with Policy EN2 (Undeveloped Coast) of the Teignbridge Local 
Plan 2013-2033 

 (14 votes for and 3 against) 
  
(v) NEWTON ABBOT - 14/03632/FUL - 17 Bank Street - Proposed 

redevelopment of existing residential accommodation to create 13 flats 
and to renovate the existing building 
 
Councillors Bunday, Hocking and Parker declared a Paragraph 14 interest and 
did not vote on the application 
 

 Public Speaker: Objector, Mr Ward - Circulated a photo of the site taken from 
the car park of ASDA supermarket which illustrated the rear of the building 
and proximity to the library. Objected on the grounds of: the prominence of the 
site and the proposal not complying with Policies S1(a), S1(g), S2, S13, EC9 
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and EN5; it does not improve the environmental conditions of the area or 
enhance the area’s heritage.  

   
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included: the Town Council 

accepted the application in principle; the site is currently an eyesore and 
requires improvement; sympathy with the speaker’s view but there are no 
sound planning reasons to refuse the application.  

 
 It was proposed by Councillor Clemens and seconded by Councillor Vogel 

that the application be approved as set out at agenda page 32.  
 
 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. Joinery details for any replacement windows and doors on the Bank Street 

elevation to be agreed. 
4. All external materials to be agreed. 
5. Bicycle storage area to be provided in accordance with the approved plans 

and permanently retained. 
6. Hours of construction works to be 8 a.m.- 6 p.m. Monday-Friday and 8 a.m.- 

12 p.m. on Saturdays and no working on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 
 (14 votes for, 0 against, 2 abstentions and 3 not voted) 
  
(vi)  TEIGNMOUTH - 15/00166/FUL -  10 Higher Brimley Road - Conversion of 

existing residential care home and owners accommodation into seven 
residential units including partial demolition and erection of replacement 
extension to rear and provision of parking 

 
 The Committee were referred to paragraph 3.25 at agenda page 42 and 

advised that there is a store located in the garden of No. 8 and not a garage, 
as the paragraph incorrectly states.  

 
 Public Speaker: Objector, Dr Maun – Objected on the grounds of: highway 

safety - increased traffic entering and leaving the site and insufficient on-street 
parking resulting in increased congestion; exits for No. 8 and 10 are blind; 
danger to children and other pedestrians; a residents parking scheme is soon 
to be introduced because of the very congested road situation; a number of 
multiple occupancy flats are planned including 21 flats at Winterbourne Road, 
all of which could increase traffic potentially by 60 vehicles and exacerbate the 
situation;  the proposed access is narrow at 3 metres wide resulting in delivery 
vans parking on the road due to difficulty accessing the site; additional 
pollution from vehicles and noise; loss of privacy and overlooking for 
neighbouring residents particularly at Nos. 8 and 10; the existing property has 
suffered basement flooding and  repeat flooding could threaten other 
properties particularly those at Speranza Grove; overdevelopment of the site; 
and it will not benefit the area socially, economically or environmentally.  
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 Public Speaker: Supporter, Mr Mitchell – The proposal will not result in 
overdevelopment; the overall footprint will be less than the existing building; 
the access width will be 5.8 metres with adequate turning space in site; there 
will be a net reduction in traffic flow; 7 off road parking bays which can be 
increased to 9 if requested; four additional windows face west towards No.8, 
one of which is obscure glass at first floor level; the unattractive extension will 
be removed resulting in a benefit to the Conservation Area; the development 
will be in keeping with the area and original features restored and enhanced; 
and much needed homes will be provided.  

  
 Comments raised by Members of the Committee included:  there would be 

merit in deferring consideration for a site inspection; bringing buildings into 
use does not necessarily enhance the area; vehicles would be reversing in or 
out of the site; neighbours would suffer loss of privacy and overlooking; roads 
are congested and the proposal would exacerbate the situation; insufficient 
parking area;  all highway proposals have been approved by the County 
Highway Engineer; on-site parking is a benefit because it is not currently 
provided; and the building’s original features will be restored.  

 
 It was proposed by Councillor McMurray and seconded by Councillor Cox that 

the application be deferred pending a site inspection.  An amendment was 
proposed by Councillor Corney-Walker and seconded by Councillor Parker 
that the application be approved as set out at agenda page 38. The 
amendment was carried. 

 
 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. Details for any new and replacement windows and doors to be agreed.   
4. Existing moulding to be replicated over windows.  Details to be submitted 

to and agreed in writing. 
5. Retention of the 19th century chimney stack. 
6. Recording of windows, doors and extension prior to removal. 
7. Boundary treatment on the site to be agreed and thereafter retained and 
 maintained. 
8. Details for a privacy screen to the east side of the balcony serving Flat 6. 
9. Details for obscure glazing to first floor kitchen window in the west-facing 
 elevation. 
10. Bicycle storage area to be provided in accordance agreed details and 
 permanently retained. 
11. Construction Management Plan. 
12. Cycle spaces. 
13. Parking to be provided prior to occupation. 
14. Tree protection, arboricultural supervision and no-dig drive and associated 
 parking. 
15 Unsuspected contamination.   (16 votes for and 3 against) 
Note: Councillor McMurray requested his vote against approval be recorded. 
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422.  BREACHES OF PLANNING CONTROL Broadhempston - Knowle Tree 
Nursery - Non compliance with occupancy condition (planning reference 
11/00208/FUL) for the new dwelling 

 
The Committee considered the report at agenda pages 50 to 51, and a late 
representation supporting enforcement action.  
 

 It was proposed by Councillor Clemens, seconded by Councillor Price and, 
 
 Resolved 
 

That any further action is delayed for twelve months and the matter 
reassessed at that time. If it is clear that the condition continues to be not fully 
complied with, the matter is brought before the Committee for consideration. 
(17 votes for, 0 against and 1 not voted) 

 

423. APPEAL DECISIONS 
 
 The Committee noted a report at agenda page 52 and 53 on decisions made 

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

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
HUMPHREY CLEMENS 
Chairman 


