
 

 

 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

CHAIRMAN:  Cllr Humphrey Clemens 

 

DATE: 
 

13 January 2015 

REPORT OF: 
 

Business Manager – Strategic Place 

ITEM: 
 

3 

APPLICATION FOR 
CONSIDERATION: 
 

TEDBURN ST MARY - 14/03021/FUL -  The Firs , Heath 
Lane - Detached replacement garage with ancillary 
accommodation over 
 

APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs Carpenter 
 
1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 

Councillor Bromell has requested this application be referred to Planning 
Committee if the Case Officer is recommending approval because he would like to 
request Committee to carry out a site visit.  The Parish could not come to any 
decision, but Councillor Bromell and the Vice Chairman went to look at the site and 
feel that it is a lot too close to the adjacent property and looking at it the 
development will not be in  line with the rest of property.   

 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard three year time limit for commencement 
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans 
3. Building to be used ancillary to dwelling known as The Firs and not let/leased or 

otherwise disposed of. 
4. Permitted Development Rights removed to insert additional windows/roof lights 

or additions to the roof of the building and extensions to the building 
 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
 Site Description and Proposal 
 
3.1 The site contains a large detached dwelling granted under application reference 

08/04414/FUL, a two storey shed and a single storey garage adjacent to the 
boundary with Melrose.  

 
3.2  The site is bounded to the east by Heath Lane, a property known as Melrose to the 

west, an access lane to the south and the garden of Melrose to the north. 
 
3.3 The proposed development maintains the access to the site which is sited off the 

main road and also serves as a means of accessing Melrose.  No alterations are 
proposed to the access. 



 

 

 

 
3.4 The site is located within designated open countryside outside any settlement and 

is located within a designated Area of Great Landscape Value. 
 
3.5 Planning consent is sought for a detached replacement garage with ancillary 

accommodation over. 
 
3.6 The plans show a garage and storeroom on the ground floor with stairs leading up 

to an office and playroom at first floor. 
 
3.7 The existing garage and shed would be demolished to accommodate the new 

building. 
 
 Residential Amenity Considerations 
 
3.8 Policy WE8 allows for an ancillary domestic curtilage building subject to the design 

and materials being complementary to the existing building (see next section of 
report) and subject to the scale being appropriate and not resulting in an 
overdevelopment of the site, resulting in undue loss of outlook or light to habitable 
rooms in neighbouring properties, reduction in the level of privacy enjoyed by the 
occupiers of neighbouring properties or having a dominant or overbearing impact 
on neighbouring properties or the street scene.  This policy also requires no net 
loss of any trees, hedgerows or other key features and requires compensatory 
provision for any car parking/garaging lost by the development. 

 
3.9 Concern has been raised by the adjacent neighbour (Melrose) that the size of the 

new building will look too dominant and overbearing and constitute 
overdevelopment of a relatively small plot for a rural property and that the proposal 
will have a substantial dominating and oppressive impact on neighbouring 
properties. 

 
3.10   The roof of the building has been designed to angle away from the neighbour with 

the roof ridge positioned off the boundary with Melrose to ensure that an 
unacceptable loss of light would not occur. 

 
3.11 During the course of the application the building has been moved 1 metre further 

from the boundary than originally proposed.   
 
3.12 Whilst the building is higher than the existing garage it is of a comparable height to 

the existing shed which is closer to the boundary than the building the subject of 
this application. 

 
3.13 The building would sit opposite the annexe at Melrose, which has no windows 

which would be adversely affected in its side elevation facing the application site.  
Melrose itself is positioned further within the plot.  It is not considered, given the 
amendments made, that a refusal on the grounds of the building being 
overbearing/oppressive could be justified. 

 
3.14 Concern has been raised that the proposal would result in an overdevelopment of 

the site. Given the size of the remaining garden it is not considered that a refusal on 



 

 

 

overdevelopment grounds could be justified.  However, any further developments of 
the garden area are likely to be seen as overdevelopment.  A condition is 
recommended to be applied to remove Permitted Development Rights for further 
windows/rooflights, additions to the roof or extensions to the building to ensure that 
an overdevelopment of the site does not occur and also to protect residential 
amenity of the neighbouring occupier. 

 
3.15 No windows are proposed that raise overlooking/loss of privacy concerns and it has 

been recommended that a condition be applied to remove Permitted Development 
Rights to insert additional windows without the need for a separate planning 
consent. 

 
3.16 Given the size of the building and given that ancillary accommodation is being 

applied for it is recommended that a condition be added to ensure that the 
accommodation remains ancillary to the use of the dwelling known as The Firs. 

 
3.17 In terms of loss of parking, whilst the proposal does include the demolition of the 

existing garage to make way for the new proposed building, it does provide a 
replacement garage as part of this development and off-street parking on the site 
would remain: therefore no loss of parking provision for the site would occur.  No 
objection is therefore raised on loss of parking grounds.  Furthermore, the site 
would be served by the existing access with no changes required and therefore the 
access is deemed sufficient. 

 
3.18 In terms of ensuring no net loss of trees/hedges, no trees would be adversely 

affected.  However, there is a hedge on the boundary between the site and 
Melrose.  The relocation of the building further away from this hedge will ensure that 
the hedge would not be adversely affected by the development. 

 
3.19 Concern has been raised about noise from vehicles loading and unloading 

equipment at the site not being suitable for a residential area.  It is not considered 
that this is a matter that could justify a refusal given that it is no different from 
loading/unloading vehicles in connection with the use of domestic properties in 
terms of noise/disturbance. 

 
3.20 In summary, whilst the building will clearly be visible from Melrose, its annexe and 

Heath Lane it is not assessed, given the amendments made, that a refusal on the 
grounds of overdevelopment of the site and/or overbearing impact on Melrose and 
Heath Lane or loss of privacy to Melrose could be justified. 

 
 Design Considerations 
 
3.21 Concerns have been raised about the design of the proposed garage and concern 

that the building is out of keeping. 
 
3.22 Design is a subjective matter, the new house on the site has taken a contemporary 

approach and the proposed building follows suit and is designed to be compatible 
with the new house on the site both in design and in the proposed material palette 
for the building.  

 



 

 

 

3.23 Whilst the design approach taken is different to the more traditional buildings found 
in the vicinity of the site and surrounding area, the approach taken is compatible 
with the existing building on site and is deemed appropriate. 

 
 Principle of development 
 
3.24 In correspondence received from Melrose the need for the building has been 

questioned, particularly in relation to the office as the approval for the house 
included an office; the use of the building for business use has also been 
questioned and in response to this the applicant has provided some comments on 
their business. 

 
3.25 The need for a building is not a matter that can be considered in determining the 

planning application.  The Local Planning Authority must consider the acceptability 
of the building regardless of need.  It is the applicants’ personal choice whether 
they desire their office and the children’s play room to be within the house or 
separate to it. 

 
3.26 With regard to business use, the applicant has advised that they run an electrical 

contractors' business and as a result it is not possible for them to undertake their 
business from the site itself.  However, they do store materials/equipment at the 
site and would wish to store materials/equipment within the building.  Likewise, an 
office is proposed as they would do their paperwork from home and it is anticipated 
that they would use this office on average about one day a week. 

 
3.27 They have advised that they on average would get approximately 4 business- 

related deliveries a month to the site and have 1 employee who usually meets the 
applicant at the site where they are undertaking work but will on occasion meet at 
the application site. 

 
3.28 Policy EC4 (Working from Home) supports business start-ups, home-working and 

small scale employment in residential and rural areas and deems it acceptable in 
principle to use part of a dwelling for an employment-generating use subject to no 
detrimental effect on the amenity, parking problems or traffic generation in the area. 

 
3.29 In this case it is not considered that the extent of the business use requires an 

application for the building to be used as a business premises; rather it is 
considered that the limited use of the building would accord with Policy EC4.  Whilst 
it is not in the dwelling house itself it is an ancillary building to the dwelling house.  
Given that the nature of the applicants' work means that the only elements of their 
business capable of being operated from home is office work and storage of 
material/equipment these are not operations that could be argued to detrimentally 
affect amenity.  The site has adequate parking provision on-site and traffic 
generation is likely to be minimal. 

 
3.30 The play room also shown within this building is deemed to be an ancillary room to 

the main house and no objection is raised to the principle of this provision or the 
provision of a replacement garage. 

 
 



 

 

 

 Conclusion 
 
3.31 The design of the proposed ancillary building is considered, on balance, to be 

compatible with the existing dwelling on site both in design and material palette. 
 
3.32 Given the amendments made during the course of the application the building is 

now deemed to be acceptable on residential amenity grounds. 
 

 3.33  Approval is recommended subject to conditions. 
 
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 
 S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) 

S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria) 
S2 (Quality Development) 
S22 (Countryside) 
EC4 (Working from Home) 
WE8 (Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary 
Treatments) 
EN2A (Landscape Protection and Enhancement) 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance 

 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 No responses received 
  
6.      REPRESENTATIONS 

 
One letter of objection received raising the following issues: 

 
1. The existing buildings are clearly visible from Health Lane. 
2. The residential building approved in 2009 included substantial area for office 

space needed to run the electrical business. 
3. The proposed building has a substantially larger footprint than the total sum of 

existing buildings. 
4. The size of the new building will look too dominant and overbearing, and 

constitutes overdevelopment taking into account the relatively small plot for a 
rural property. 

5. In terms of scale, the proposal will have a substantial dominating and 
oppressive impact on neighbouring properties in Heath Lane which are 
predominantly bungalow-type construction. 

6. In terms of design, the existing building known as The Firs is unattractive and 
completely out of character with all buildings in the surrounding area.  An 
additional building of similar design, size and construction will not improve the 
situation or serve to enhance the appearance of the overall site. 



 

 

 

7. The primary purpose of the new building is to provide substantial storage and 
office space. 

8. Planning permission to run a business from a residential property is required. 
9. New two storey building is unnecessary 
10. Neighbouring properties in Heath Lane are predominately of bungalow 

construction. 
   
7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 Tedburn St Mary Parish Council commented on this application as follows: 
 

Following the meeting of Tedburn St Mary Parish Council on Monday November 3 it 
was requested if the above application could be placed into Category B as there is 
an objection from a neighbour and it was suggested a site visit may clarify some of 
the points questioned about visual impact and use of the new replacement garage 
with ancillary accommodation. 
 
We believe District Councillor Bromell will also be requesting this. 

 
8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

 
The CIL liability for this development is Nil as the CIL rate for this type of 
development is Nil and therefore no CIL is payable.  

 
WARD MEMBER:   Councillor Bromell, Teignbridge North 



 

 

 

 


