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1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 

Councillor Clemens requests consideration by Planning Committee if the Case 
Officer is recommending approval due to concerns about cliff stability following 
recent storm damage on this coastline.  In addition concerns are raised that the 
proposal would be overdevelopment and result in loss of privacy. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Subject to: 

A. The results of a bat emergence survey, the provision of any necessary 
mitigation measures and the imposition of additional planning conditions as may 
be subsequently required;  

B. The applicant providing the further detail requested by Network Rail in their 
representation and Network Rail lifting their objection on receipt of this detail and 
the imposition of additional planning conditions as may be subsequently 
required; and, 

C. The applicant entering into a Section 106 Agreement to secure: 
1. Affordable housing contribution of £250,000 to be paid to coincide with 

the first residential occupation; 
2. Travel pack for all new residents including £300 sustainable travel 

voucher; 
3. Public arts contribution of £10,000 to provide a public art budget to deliver 

art at the application site; and, 
4. £16,974 to mitigate impact of increased visitor numbers on Exe Estuary 

Special Protection Area (SPA) and Dawlish Warren Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC), 

The Business Manager – Strategic Place BE AUTHORISED TO GRANT 
PERMISSION subject to the following conditions: 
1. Standard 3 year time limit for commencement 
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved plans 



 

 

3. Over 55 age restriction for occupants 
4. Prior to commencement full details of the proposed means of disposal of surface 

water drainage, including design calculation for the surface water management 
techniques to be used on site and the full design calculations for the overland 
flood route, shall be submitted and agreed in writing and installed prior to first 
occupation 

5. Replacement trees shall be provided to compensate for the trees lost as part of 
this development and a plan detailing the replacement trees and their location 
shall be submitted and agreed prior to planting  

6. Construction Management Plan to be submitted for approval 
7. Sample panel/material details of external finishing materials for the Inland 

Cottages shall be submitted and agreed prior to the construction of these 
cottages 

8. Sample panel/material details of external finishing materials for the Orchard 
Cottages shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority and agreed prior to 
the construction of these cottages 

9. Samples panel/material details of external finishing materials for the Centrepiece 
Apartments shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority and agreed prior 
to the construction of these apartments 

10. No dwelling/apartment to be occupied until parking and visibility splays have 
been completed in accordance with approved details 

11. Landscaping to be carried out in accordance with planting schedule 
12. Vehicular and pedestrian access between Papillon and Bradenton shall cease to 

be used following the completion of construction works on site 
13. Bin storage arrangements and where bins are to be left on collection day(s) to 

be agreed and once agreed provided prior to first occupation and only presented 
in the agreed location for collection on collection day(s) 

14. Bathroom windows in Orchard Cottages, Inland Cottages and the Centrepiece 
Apartments shall be obscure glazed in the interest of privacy and to protect 
neighbouring occupiers from overlooking 

15. The type 1 Orchard Cottages north west elevation doors shall be fitted with 
obscure glazed panels prior to occupation and retained as such thereafter to 
protect neighbouring occupiers from overlooking 

16. Permitted Development Rights removed for extensions and outbuildings for 
Inland and Orchard Cottages 

 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
3.1 The site is located within the settlement limit of Dawlish adjacent to the 

Undeveloped Coast; however the site itself is not in the Undeveloped Coast.  The 
area proposed for the communal gardens is located in an Area of Great Landscape 
Value, but the rest of the site does not fall within this landscape designation.  There 
is no objection in principle to residential development of this site given that it is 
located within the settlement limit. 

 
3.2 The site currently comprises a large house converted into 10 apartments plus a row 

of 3 cottages in substantial grounds in addition to which there are extant planning 
consents which, if implemented, would increase the number of dwellings to 22.  In 
addition there are also 4 apartments at Woodpeckers which, whilst within the 



 

 

environs of the grounds to Shell Cove House, are in a separate ownership and are 
not included in the redevelopment proposals. 

 
3.3 It is intended that all of the existing dwellings, with the exception of Woodpeckers, 

will be demolished and replaced with a retirement community of 31 apartments and 
cottages, all of which would be accessed via a single private drive.  All residents 
would share the substantial communal gardens. 

 
3.4 The proposal is divided into several different elements which are set out in the 

following paragraphs: 
 

Centrepiece Apartments 
 
3.5  The Centerpiece Apartments are proposed to be a pair of buildings which are 

arranged on stepped levels to address the topography of the site.  The building 
height varies from 3.5 to 4 storeys. 

 
3.6 The Apartments are accessed via a planted bridge at ground level, or via the 

sunken car park at lower ground level.  Trees are proposed to be planted in the car 
park to assist with screening the car park when viewed from above. 

 
3.7  The two Centrepiece buildings are united at lower ground level where a shared 

welcome space, concierge, communal lounge and guest suite are located.  The 
drop in levels means that the 1.5 storey communal lounge opens up to the lawn and 
sea views to the south. 

 
3.8  Each building has a separate core with a stair and lift and each Centrepiece 

building accommodates 8 apartments with a mix of 1 and 2 bed apartments. 
 
3.9  The material palette for the Centerpiece buildings are proposed as a pinky-red brick 

skin around the building with the brickwork faceted with buttresses at the base, 
where the building touches the ground, and cranked planes at the upper level, 
which push inwards toward the parapet. The different facets have been designed so 
that they catch the light differently, breaking up the surface.  Windows are either set 
into the brick work or project out, with folded metal reveals.  Timber/aluminum 
composite windows are proposed. 

 
 Inland Cottages 
 
3.10  The ten proposed Inland Cottages sit along the boundary with Old Teignmouth 

Road and within the wooded area between Woodpeckers House and Old 
Teignmouth Road. 

 
3.11  The existing cottages along the road are to be demolished and replaced with the 

proposed cottages.  The existing cottages are unable to be converted for the 
proposed use due to needing to accommodate lifts within the building which the 
existing cottages do not provide scope to accommodate. 

 
3.12  A new footpath is proposed in front of these proposed cottages along Old 

Teignmouth Road. 



 

 

 
3.13  The proposed ridge lines of the cottages are designed to not exceed the maximum 

ridge height of the existing cottages to be replaced.  The building immediately 
adjacent to Shrimp Lodge is restricted to one storey. 

 
3.14  There is a level change of approximately 0.5 metres between the new footway 

along Old Teignmouth Road and the finished floor level inside the cottages.  The 
cottages would all be entered, with level access, from within the Shell Cove site. 

 
3.15  The north-facing windows along Old Teignmouth Road are smaller and recessed.  

In contrast, the windows facing the site are larger to maximise views out. 
 
3.16  The upper floors of each cottage extend into the roof space with low eaves, and 

dormer windows providing additional space. 
 
3.17  For the Cottages to the east of the main entrance, landscaped strips are proposed 

to connect the houses with the main access through the site and to accommodate 
car parking zones and structures to store cycles and refuse. 

 
3.18  The cottages within the wooded area also have small patio areas. 
 
3.19  The material palette for the cottages along Old Teignmouth Road is proposed to 

continue the aesthetics of the existing stone boundary wall to provide a plinth to the 
new building re-using stone from demolition on site where possible.  It is proposed 
that the wall will be seeded with sedums and lichens to fill gaps in stone work and 
soften the appearance.  Above the stonework and also on the elevations facing into 
the site a bagged white brickwork finish is proposed.  Dormers and shutters on the 
road-facing elevation are proposed to be clad in whitewashed timber and to form 
porches and bay windows facing into the site.  It is proposed that the roof to the 
porches will be planted with dune grasses.  Natural slate is proposed for the roofs 
and in some places the walls too.  Dormers to the elevation facing the sea are clad 
in zinc and timber/aluminum composite windows are proposed. 

 
 Orchard Cottages 
  
3.20  The six proposed Orchard Cottages sit within the existing orchard walls on the site 

of the existing tennis courts.  The sea-facing wall is proposed to be rebuilt using 
bricks to match the existing walls (reclaimed where possible). 

 
3.21  The Cottages are sited along a mews-scaled street design and are proposed to 

step down in level towards the cliff edge following the natural topography of the site.  
The cottages have been designed as ‘upside down houses’ with living spaces on 
the first floor to allow for sea views over the top of the orchard wall from upper 
floors. 

 
3.22  On plot parking is provided for each cottage within a carport.  Refuse storage, cycle 

parking and further storage space is provided in each car port. 
 
3.23  The rear (type 1) cottages are set into the ground to minimise impact to the 

adjacent properties and during the course of the application revised plans have 



 

 

been received reducing the landing area on top of the external stairs to prevent this 
area from being used as a raised terrace and making some amendments to 
windows/doors. 

 
3.24  The sea-facing (type 2) cottages have a stepped elevation, alternating between one 

and two storeys.  This design enables the type 1 cottages to have sea views over 
the type 2 terraces from the upstairs living space. 

 
3.25  The lower level of each cottage is proposed to be clad in local stone, whitewashed 

timber is proposed for the mews- and sea-ward facing elevations, natural slate is 
proposed to clad the sloped south east upper walls of the type 1 cottages and 
wraps over the walls and pitched roofs of the type 2 cottages.  Zinc cladding is 
proposed for the dormers and areas of zinc cladding are also proposed on mews- 
facing facades of the type 2 cottages. Red brick similar to that of the Centrepiece 
Apartments is proposed for panels and piers adjacent to front doors and 
timber/aluminum composite windows and open slated garage doors are proposed.  
A green roof is proposed for type 1 cottages. 

 
Trees 
 

3.26 The proposal will result in the loss of a number of trees adjacent to the north 
western, northern and north eastern boundaries to accommodate the proposed 
development. 

 
3.27 The Council's Arboricultural Officer has visited the site and commented that the 

trees to be removed are of indifferent quality and that the loss of the trees can be 
compensated for by replanting within and adjacent to this section of the 
development site.  This is recommended to be secured by condition. 

 
3.28 The spatial relationship between the south western plot and adjacent trees is less 

than ideal: the trees located adjacent to the boundary of the site will significantly 
restrict both direct and ambient light to both the dwelling closest to them and the 
surrounding amenity space for this dwelling.  Any buyer would however be aware of 
this relationship prior to purchase. 

 
3.29  It is concluded that development can be undertaken without significant detriment to 

retained trees within and adjacent to the site. 
 

Bin Storage 
 
3.30 For the cottages, waste and recycling storage is proposed to be provided near the 

individual dwellings.  For the Orchard Cottages the Design and Access Statement 
sets out that waste and recycling storage is proposed to be provided within the car 
port areas and for the Inland Cottages refuse stores are proposed externally.   

 
3.31  For the Centrepiece Apartments a communal waste store is proposed at lower 

ground floor level within the sunken car park. 
 
3.32 The Council's Waste Team has been consulted and has commented that the plans 

show sufficient bin storage for the Orchard Cottages.  However a plan showing bin 



 

 

storage for the Inland Cottages and confirmation that the bin store shown for the 
Centrepiece Apartment is of sufficient size to house the waste and recycling 
containers required for the 16 flats will be required.  Confirmation of where waste 
and recycling containers will be presented for collection will also be required. 

 
3.33  There is considered sufficient space on site to accommodate bin storage to serve 

this development and, whilst a refuse strategy plan has been submitted, this does 
not clearly demonstrate the above and also does not show the change in layout of 
the cottages within the wooded area and the impact this change has on refuse 
location.  It is considered that the details required by the Waste Team can be 
secured by condition given that there is adequate space on site to provide bin 
storage. 

 
Drainage 

 
3.34  It is proposed that foul water flows from the proposed development will discharge to 

the public combined sewer in Old Teignmouth Road via a combination of gravity 
sewer network and a private pumping station located in the turning head between 
the Centrepiece Apartments and Orchard Cottages. The pumping station is 
proposed to be designed to accommodate the required peak discharge from those 
properties connected to it, with a minimum of 24 hours of storage volume being 
provided to make allowance for emergency situations resulting in pump failure.  It is 
proposed that the site management will enter into an appropriate maintenance 
agreement to ensure that the pumping station receives suitable regular servicing. 

 
3.35 It is proposed that the surface water system will connect to the downstream end of 

the existing network and use the existing outfall to the sea.   
 
3.36 The Council's Drainage Engineer is recommending that a condition be applied that 

prior to commencement full details and design calculations for the surface water 
management techniques to be used on site and the full design calculations for the 
overland flood route shall be submitted and agreed in writing. 

 
Cliff Stability 

 
3.37  Concern has been raised by a number of residents about the stability of the cliff, 

particularly in relation to the proposed proximity of the Orchard Cottages to the cliff.  
 

3.38  No building work is to take place within the 10 metres no build zone along the cliff 
 edge. 

 
3.39  Network Rail has placed a holding objection on the application commenting that this 

scheme has not considered the stability of the slope or the impact this may have on 
the operational railway. 

 
3.40  Network Rail considers the proposal is a risk and hazard to the safe operation of the 

railway and has not fully identified or mitigated the following risks: 
 

• The potential increase of loading(s) on the cutting slope, have not been 
identified/mitigated.  



 

 

• The potential for issues with the tunnel loading.  

• They would also object to any trees being planted on Network Rail property. 
 

As the drainage report only addresses issues with regard to the new build above the 
railway, Network Rail considers that the following information is required: 

 

• Construction methods of drainage towards the railway  

• Construction details of cellular attenuation tank.  This is to include cross 
sections and ground conditions within the surrounding area.  

• Drainage outfall details adjacent to the railway  

• Full construction details within the tunnel portal area of land R78288.  

• Ground investigation report with trial pit and bore holes.  

• How well the drainage system will be maintained and signed statement. 
 

Until the above requested documents have been received and reviewed to ensure 
that the proposed development will not adversely affect Network Rail’s assets, their 
objection to this proposal will remain. 

 
3.41  Stability of the cliff is considered within the “Contaminated Land Assessment” but 

Network Rail has advised that this does not address their drainage concerns as 
highlighted above. 

 
3.42  Network Rail has serious concerns that the proposal, if permitted, could destabilise 

the cliff as the area concerned has a high profile of cliff failures and associated rock 
stabilisation works having to be carried out.  The main line railway has recently had 
to be shut as a result of damage to the sea wall caused by storms and before they 
were able to re-open the railway they also had carefully controlled sea cliff 
collapses and therefore know there are potential issues in this locality. 

 
3.43  The recommendation reflects the need to provide the information requested by 

Network Rail and for Network Rail to remove their objection prior to issuing a 
decision to ensure that these concerns are addressed. 
 

3.44  Concern has also been raised about the works to the orchard walls and the impact 
on the stability of the wall adjacent to the neighbouring occupiers.  Whilst this 
concern is noted, this is not a planning consideration and is a civil matter between 
parties. 

 
Biodiversity 

 
3.45  An ecological survey and a Bat Survey Report have been submitted with this 

application.  No bats were discovered during the site assessment and none were 
seen to emerge from any of the buildings or trees on site during the emergence 
survey.  The likelihood of a bat roost being present is concluded to be of low risk.  
However, it was noted that the site offered some foraging opportunities for common 
pipistrelle and serotine bats and it is likely to fall within a flight path used by these 
species as well as noctule, Leisler’s bat and long-eared bats. 

 
3.46  Based on the current survey data, the report concludes that the impact of the 

proposal on bats is assessed to be low risk. 



 

 

 
3.47  However, a comprehensive survey of the site was not possible on the date of 

survey because some of the buildings were still occupied (the existing cottages).  
The report concludes that if these properties are to be affected by the proposals 
(which they will be as they are proposed to be demolished) further surveys would 
need to be completed prior to the commencement of works. 

 
3.48  Arrangements are being made for this further survey work to take place and the 

findings of this survey work are yet to be submitted to the Local Planning Authority.  
The Local Planning Authority cannot condition this further survey work prior to 
commencement of works and therefore the recommendation to Members reflects 
the need to conclude the further survey work prior to issuing a decision.  It is 
expected that if bats are recorded that adequate mitigation can be agreed prior to 
issuing a decision. 
 
Habitat Mitigation 
 

3.49  As the site lies within 10km of the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and Dawlish 
Warren Special Area of Conservation, mitigation is required to offset the impact of 
the increase in visitor numbers in respect of the Habitat Regulations. £16,974 is 
required. With this mitigation in place the development would satisfy the 
requirements of the Habitat Regulations. 
 

3.50  The agent has indicated that the developer is willing to meet this obligation, which is 
to be secured via a Section 106 agreement prior to consent being issued. 
 
Public Art 
 

3.51  A contribution of £10,000 is sought to provide public art for the new retirement 
community at the proposed site. 
 

3.52  The agent has indicated that the developer is willing to meet this obligation, which is 
to be secured via a Section 106 agreement prior to consent being issued. 

 
Highway Considerations 
 

3.53  Concerns have been raised in representations about the use of a strip of land 
between Papillon and Bradenton as a vehicular access to serve the development.  
This access is proposed as a temporary pedestrian/vehicular access during 
construction works and is not proposed to serve the development on completion.  A 
condition is recommended to secure the use of this land as a vehicular access 
being ceased following the completion of construction works. 
 

3.54  Concern has been raised in a number of representations about the narrowing of Old 
Teignmouth Road through the introduction of a new pavement and the impact 
narrowing the road will have on visibility and on access/egress from neighbouring 
properties.  Concern has also been raised about traffic generation from the 
proposed development and the inadequacy of the proposed parking provision. 
 



 

 

3.55  Devon County Council Highways have been consulted on these matters and have 
commented that the application is proposed to generate an additional 42 vehicle 
trips over a 12 hour period.  It is expected that there would be an additional 4 
vehicles in each peak hour. This level of vehicle generation is considered to be able 
to be accommodated on the highway network and its impact is not considered to be 
severe, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
3.56  The visibility of the site onto the highway network is proposed to be improved 

through the provision of a new footway. This would increase visibility to 43 metres 
to the right and 17 metres to the left. The majority of vehicles would be approaching 
from the right and speeds would be higher. A distance of 43 metres accords with 
speeds of 30mph and is considered to be acceptable. 

 
3.57  The visibility of 17 metres to the left accords with speeds of 15mph. This is 

considered to be acceptable in this location as the number of vehicles approaching 
from the left is likely to be fewer and travelling at lower speeds.  

 
3.58  The visibility from Old Teignmouth Road onto the A379 is considered to be 

acceptable and it is noted that the collision data shows no collisions at the junction. 
 
3.59  There are footway links to the site, but the number of people who may choose to 

walk to the town may be limited. The site is located close to bus stops which 
connect to Dawlish and other towns. With the close proximity of bus stops, it is 
considered that the site is well located for sustainable travel. 

 
3.60  Car parking is proposed at one space per dwelling. This is quite a low provision, but 

is considered to be acceptable for the specific use, which is expected to have a 
lower vehicle generation than general housing provision. In addition, visitor spaces 
are proposed and the availability of sustainable travel options may help to limit car 
use and ownership. It is noted that cycle parking is to be provided, which is 
welcomed. 

 
3.61  The proposed footway at the access to the site has been considered. It is noted that 

there are no pedestrian facilities into the site. Therefore, for pedestrians to have 
access to the site from the footway there should be a dropped kerb with tactile 
paving at the access. It is expected that these works will be undertaken through a 
Section 278 agreement with Devon County Council. As this is a minor change, this 
could be amended at the technical approval stage for the Section 278 agreement. 
As a result of this footway, some parking spaces would be lost and the road would 
be narrowed. The road is proposed to be narrowed to 5 metres, which is considered 
to be acceptable for a car and a large vehicle to pass. The number of vehicles using 
this road is considered to be low and appropriate for a width of 5 metres. The loss 
of parking spaces is not considered to be a concern as vehicles would still be able 
to park further along Old Teignmouth Road, where the road widens. 

 
3.62  A Travel Plan has been submitted with the application. This identifies some 

measures to be provided. A Travel Pack should be provided to all new residents. 
This should include a £300 sustainable travel voucher (£250 for bus travel and a 
£50 cycle voucher). This provision would be included in a Section 106 agreement. 

 



 

 

3.63  The permission should also be subject to conditions that a Construction 
Management Plan should be approved prior to commencement of works, that site 
access and visibility splays should be constructed, laid out and maintained for that 
purpose and that no part of the development shall be brought into its intended use 
until the parking facilities and visibility splays have been provided and these shall be 
maintained in accordance with details that shall have first been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
3.64  Concern is also raised about mud generated from construction works making the 

drive directly opposite the site slippery.  Whilst this concern is noted, this is a 
management issue and not a planning consideration. 
 

3.65  Concern is also raised about the proximity of the site entrance to the entrance to the 
property directly opposite.  This relationship is noted: however this is an existing 
arrangement as the access to be used as the site entrance is already in existence 
and is not a new access.  A refusal on the grounds of the proximity of this access to 
the access directly opposite could not be justified or sustained at appeal. 
 

3.66  No objection is raised on highway grounds subject to the recommended travel 
vouchers to be secured by a Section 106 and subject to the recommended 
conditions being applied.  The proposal is not assessed to detrimentally impact on 
access to neighbouring properties, traffic generation or visibility on Old Teignmouth 
Road and, given the intended occupiers, the proposal is considered to provide 
sufficient parking provision. 

 
Design 
 

3.67 The proposed Inland Cottages hard-front Old Teignmouth Road and are also 
located within the wooded area between Woodpeckers House and Old Teignmouth 
Road marking the entrance to the Shell Cove site.   There has been some criticism 
about the Inland Cottages that replace the existing cottages hard-fronting the road 
as the existing cottages do and there is the suggestion that it should be set back 
with landscaping in front and that the new pavement proposed should be included 
within the site.  However, whilst there are always alternatives to any scheme, the 
Local Planning Authority must consider the acceptability of the scheme as 
submitted.  In this case it is considered appropriate given that the existing cottages 
hard-fronting the road is part of the character of Old Teignmouth Road to keep this 
relationship with the new cottages.  No objection is therefore raised to this design 
approach.  

 
3.68 The design of the Inland Cottages within the wooded area is considered to be 

acceptable; however their spatial relationship to the surrounding trees is not ideal, 
leading to limited light being available to these units as a result of the site being 
within an enclosed wooded area.  However, this will be obvious to any future 
occupier of these cottages. 

 
3.69  The proposed materials are considered to be acceptable in principle, however, it is 

considered necessary to impose a condition requiring approval of a sample 
panel/material details prior to construction to ensure that the finish to these cottages 
is acceptable. 



 

 

 
3.70 The design of the Centerpiece buildings are intended to pick up on the red of the 

cliff face but also connect to the brickwork in the existing orchard garden wall.  This 
is why the building has been designed in brick.  The brickwork is faceted with 
buttresses at the base where the building touches the ground and cranked planes 
at the upper level that push inwards towards the parapet.  The different facets are 
designed to catch the light differently to help to provide some visual break and 
assist in breaking down the mass of what is clearly a substantial 3.5 to 4 storey 
building.  Again there have been criticisms of the design of this building and 
suggestions that its appearance should be made more suitable for its rural location. 
However, there is a requirement to provide 16 units which will always result in a 
large building.  In addition, the specialist nature of this building has resulted in it 
being designed from the inside out to ensure that the internal spaces are designed 
to their optimum to meet the requirements of the occupants.  That said it is 
considered that the architect has produced a specialist building which still manages 
to incorporate some architectural distinction whilst drawing on the surroundings. 

 
3.71 The proposed materials are considered to be acceptable in principle, however, it is 

considered necessary to impose a condition requiring approval of a sample 
panel/material details prior to construction to ensure that the finish to these 
Centrepiece buildings is the best it can be. 

 
3.72 The proposed Orchard Cottages sit within the existing orchard walls and are 

proposed to be sited along a mews-scaled street and stepped down in level towards 
the cliff edge to reflect the natural topography of the site.  The design of these 
cottages is based around maximising sea views with the type 1 cottages benefiting 
from a view over the type 2 cottages of the sea due to the cottages being set into 
the ground.  The cottages have a stepped elevation, alternating between one and 
two storeys, which break up the overall mass of the buildings and results in much of 
the buildings being similar in height to the surrounding orchard walls.  This design 
approach is considered to be acceptable in principle. 

 
3.73 The proposed materials are considered to be acceptable in principle for the Orchard 

Cottages, however, it is considered necessary to impose a condition requiring 
approval of a sample panel/material details prior to construction to ensure that the 
finish of these cottages is acceptable. 

 
Residential Amenity 
 
Impact of Orchard Cottages on Residential Amenity 
 

3.74  The Orchard Cottages are set in to the landscape to minimise impact on the 
residential amenity of the occupiers of surrounding residential properties.  During 
the course of the application due to concerns about the impact on the residential 
amenity of neighbouring occupiers a number of amendments were made. 
 

3.75  The external rear stair has been re-designed to exclude the terrace area at the top 
of the stairs to prevent people placing table/chairs at the top of the stairs and using 
this area as a raised terrace. This was re-designed to improve the relationship 
between the proposed stairs of the Type 1 Orchard Cottages and the existing 



 

 

balcony at Bradenton House which overlooks the orchard garden; louvres have also 
been added to the windows, and external doors on this elevation changed to a solid 
back door with obscured glazed panel to reduce potential for overlooking.  The fact 
that Bradenton House overlooks the site is not ideal; however in this case buyers of 
Orchard Cottages will be able to appreciate this relationship prior to purchase.   
 

3.76  The other windows/doors in the Type 1 Orchard Cottage are not assessed to result 
in an unacceptable level of overlooking/loss of privacy of the occupiers of existing 
neighbouring residential properties.  
 

3.77  Due to concerns about the impact of windows in the north east elevation of the 
Type 2 Orchard Cottage facing Papillon House, amended plans have been received 
marking the shower room window as obscure glazed and omitting the previously- 
proposed study and kitchen windows.  These alterations are assessed to have 
overcome overlooking concerns and the bathroom window being obscure glazed is 
recommended to be secured by condition.  
 

3.78  The other windows/doors and the terrace areas between the type 2 Orchard 
Cottages are not assessed to result in an unacceptable level of overlooking/loss of 
privacy of the occupiers of existing neighbouring residential properties. 

 
3.79 With the amendments made and conditions to ensure obscure glazing of all 

bathroom windows in both types of cottages and to secure obscure glazed panels 
to the rear doors of the Type 1 cottages.  The proposed cottages are not assessed 
to adversely impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of existing 
surrounding residential properties. 
 

3.80  Whilst the window to window relationship between the two rows of proposed 
cottages is not ideal, it is typical of the relationship between mews-style cottages 
and in this case this relationship will be able to be appreciated by future occupiers 
prior to purchase. 

 
3.81 Given the constraints of this site it is considered necessary to remove Permitted 

Development Rights for extensions and outbuildings at these cottages in the 
interest of protecting residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers and ensuring 
that adequate amenity space is retained. 

 
3.82 The proposed cottages, given their location, are not assessed to result in an 

overbearing impact or loss of light of neighbouring occupiers. 
 
Impact of Inland Cottages on Residential Amenity 
 

3.83  Concern has been raised about overlooking from the Inland Cottages of the Toll 
House directly opposite and loss of privacy to this property due to proximity of the 
proposed Inland Cottages to this house.  Whilst this concern is noted, there is an 
existing window to window relationship between the existing cottages and Toll 
House.  The proposal is not considered to make this relationship significantly worse 
than the existing relationship.  Furthermore, a number of the windows to Inland 
Cottage facing Old Teignmouth Road serve bathrooms and so will be obscure 
glazed for the privacy of future occupiers which will be secured by condition.  It is 



 

 

not considered that the proposed development significantly increases 
overlooking/loss of privacy of this property to an extent that a refusal of planning 
consent would be justified. 

 
3.84 Concern has been raised about the relationship between Shrimp Lodge and the 

proposed Inland Cottages.  The proposed cottages are tight up to the boundary with 
Shrimp Lodge; however the building is reduced to single storey adjacent to the 
boundary with the two storey elements being set off the boundary.  This is not 
dissimilar to the relationship currently experienced between Shrimp Lodge and the 
existing cottages to be demolished.  A refusal therefore on the grounds of the 
proposed development being overbearing or resulting in an increased sense of 
enclosure of this property is not considered to be justified. 

 
3.85 No objection is raised to the proposed windows/doors for the Inland Cottages in 

terms of resulting in an unacceptable level of overlooking/loss of privacy of 
neighbouring occupiers given separation distances for both the cottages fronting 
Old Teignmouth Road and those within the wooded area to neighbouring residential 
properties. 

 
3.86 It is not therefore considered that the proposed Inland Cottages would detrimentally 

harm the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers in terms of loss of light, 
overbearing impact or resulting in an unacceptable level of overlooking/loss of 
privacy.  A condition is recommended removing Permitted Development Rights to 
erect extensions and outbuildings to the Inland Cottages in the interests of 
residential amenity and to ensure that the limited amenity space surrounding these 
Cottages is retained. 
 
Impact of Centrepiece Apartments on Residential Amenity 
 

3.87 The main concern raised in representations about the Centrepiece Apartments is 
the dominance of these buildings and the impact on Woodpeckers House in terms 
of overlooking/loss of privacy. 

 
3.88 As advised in the design section of this report the scale of the Centerpiece 

Apartments has been influenced by the facilities needed to be accommodated 
within the building. Whilst it is a large building which provides a focal point in the 
centre of the site, given its location, it is not considered to have an overbearing 
impact or result in loss of light to neighbouring occupiers and in fact is further from 
Woodpeckers House, the nearest neighbours, compared with the existing building 
on site. 

 
3.89 Concern has been raised about the number of windows facing Woodpeckers House 

and overlooking of this property.  The Centerpiece Apartment is located further from 
the boundary than the existing building which equally has windows overlooking 
Woodpeckers House.  Having reviewed the windows in the building there are a 
limited number of windows which face towards Woodpeckers House: most are at an 
angle away from Woodpeckers House over the garden areas of the site.  Bedroom 
2 and living room windows on each floor are the ones which face Woodpeckers 
House.  To address overlooking concerns, a baffled bay window incorporating 
translucent glazing is proposed for these windows and this is considered sufficient 



 

 

to ensure that the proposal will not result in an unacceptable level of 
overlooking/loss of privacy to an extent that a refusal of planning consent would be 
justified. 

 
3.90  Whilst it is proposed that Permitted Development Rights be removed for the 

cottages for additional extensions and outbuildings, these apartment blocks would 
not benefit from Permitted Development Rights and therefore the removal of 
Permitted Development Rights for these buildings is not required. 
 
Amenity space for future occupiers 
 

3.91  As residents of both the cottages and apartments would have access to the 
communal gardens, limited private amenity space is proposed for the individual 
cottages and apartments. However the space provided is considered sufficient 
given that there is shared use of the communal grounds which provide adequate 
external amenity space. 

 
3.92 The amenity space for the wooded areas is not ideal given that it will be in shade as 

a result of the dwellings being located within the enclosed wooded area.  However, 
given that these residents will also have access to the communal areas it is not 
considered that this is a refusal matter. 

 
 Landscaping 
 
3.93 A planting schedule has been submitted with this application which is considered 

sufficient and will be secured by condition to ensure that an appropriate landscaping 
scheme is delivered. 

 
Summary and Conclusions 
 

3.94  It has not been possible to retain the existing cottages along the road frontage as 
part of this scheme due to the cottages not being able to accommodate the lifts 
required for this type of development.  However, these cottages, whilst they 
contribute to the character of the area, are not listed or in a Conservation Area and 
therefore no objection can be raised to their loss, nor can an objection be raised to 
the loss of the main building (Shell Cove House) for the same reasons. 

 
3.95 The proposed development, whilst it provides a substantial amount of residential 

accommodation, is not assessed, given the size of the site, to result in an 
overdevelopment of the site.   

 
3.96 The development, whilst not providing affordable housing on the site, provides a 

financial contribution to provision of such housing elsewhere within the district which 
will be secured by Section 106.  The proposal also provides housing in a 
sustainable location to meet the needs of an ageing population within the district. 

 
3.97 It is concluded, as set out above, that the proposal is acceptable and is 

recommended for conditional approval subject to Network Rail removing their 
holding objection and subject to the bat survey not raising any likelihood of bats for 
which mitigation cannot be provided. 



 

 

 
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 
 S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) 
 S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria) 
 S2 (Quality Development) 
 S4 (New Homes) 
 S5 (Infrastructure) 
 EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement) 
 EN9 (Important Habitats and Features) 
 EN10 (European Wildlife Sites) 
 
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Policy Guidance 
 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) – The contamination assessment on 

this application indicates that there is no significant risk.  I have no objection to the 
proposal.   

 
 Drainage Engineer – The drainage strategy submitted with this application is 

acceptable for preliminary design considerations.   
 
 Planning consent must be conditional on the applicant providing full details and 

design calculation for the surface water management techniques to be used on site 
and also the full design calculations for the overland flood route. 

 
 The applicant must demonstrate that any specifically designed sustainable 

drainage system (SuDS) can accept the surface water run-off generated.  The 
surface water management systems serving this development must be designed to 
the 1 in 100 year storm event plus an additional 30% for climate change. 

 
 The applicant must provide information to show how this development is limiting 

surface water flows to a greenfield run-off for all events up to the 100 year event 
thus mimicking the flows and volumes to the greenfield conditions.  Similarly, the 
applicant must provide calculations and associated design to show how long term 
storage is provided across the development site or near the final attenuation device 
such that outflow is limited to 2 litres/second/hectare or 5 litres/second whichever is 
greater. 

 
 In order to ensure that the development un-adopted private surface water 

management systems are maintained to enable the satisfactory management and 
disposal of surface water from the site, the developer is required to submit details of 
the surface water management company and also a copy of the SUDs maintenance 
schedule to include all the private attenuation ponds, cellular storage tanks, 
infiltration trenches, permeable paving areas and associated pipe work. A copy of 
the management company’s insurance-backed guarantee is also required. 



 

 

 
 All existing land drainage, springs, ditches, pipes and ponds, etc., must be 

maintained or accommodated within the proposed surface water system to serve 
the development. 

 
 Biodiversity Officer – The proposal will replace the existing 13 dwellings with 31 

dwellings, a net increase of 18 dwellings.  The site is within the Exe and Warren 
HRA contribution zones and so a Joint Approach contribution to non-infrastructure 
mitigation measures is required (in addition to infrastructure money towards 
SANGS, from CIL). 

 
 The contribution for the Exe and Warren zone is £943 per dwelling.  £943 x 18 = 

£16,974. 
 
 This contribution should be secured via a Section 106 Agreement or Unilateral 

Undertaking.  As the contribution is not towards infrastructure as defined in the CIL 
regulations there is no issue over ‘pooling’ of contributions. 

 
 Waste - No objections to the development in principle.  Will, however, need to see 

plans indicating that consideration has been given to the following issues: 
 

Although there is a bin store shown on the plan for Centrepiece Apartments, 
drawing no. 576_200, it is not possible to establish whether this would be of 
sufficient size to house the waste and recycling containers required for the 16 flats.   

 
Under the current waste and recycling collection service, the capacities required for 
16 flats is as follows: 

 
2 x 1,100 litre bins and 2 x 360 litre bins for residual waste 
7 x 360 litre bins for composting waste, this is reduced from the standard allowance 
for a household 
7 x 240 litre bins for recyclable waste (paper, glass, cans, plastics) 
1 x 120 litre bin for the storage of textiles 

 
The dimensions of these bins are provided in the table below. 

 
Bin size Width Depth Height 
120 l 505 555 975 
180 l 470 770 1110 
240 l 585 740 1110 
360 l 750 880 1115 

660 l 1265 850 1250 
1100 l 1265 1190 1470 
55 l boxes 450 600 370 

 
 

Will need to see further plans indicating where the waste and recycling containers 
will be stored and presented for collection at the 6 Inland Cottages shown on 
drawing no. 576_P100.  It does not appear that any store has been allocated on this 
plan.  The requirement for the 6 cottages would be as follows: 



 

 

 
1 x 1,100 litre bin for residual waste 
4 x 240 litre bins for composting waste 
5 x 120 litre bins for recycling waste 
1 x 120 litre bin for the storage of textiles 

 
The plans for the other properties at this site appear to have sufficient bin storage 
allocated. 
 

 Devon County Council (Education) – A contribution towards education infrastructure 
is not sought.  The type of development proposed will not generate any extra need 
for pupil places at the local schools and therefore a contribution is not necessary. 

 
 Devon County Council (Highways) - The application is proposed to generate an 

additional 42 vehicle trips over a 12 hour period.  It is expected that there would be 
an additional 4 vehicles in each peak hour. This level of vehicle generation is 
considered to be able to be accommodated on the highway network and its impact 
is not considered to be severe, in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
 The visibility of the site onto the highway network is proposed to be improved 

through the provision of a new footway. This would increase visibility to 43 metres to 
the right and 17 metres to the left. The majority of vehicles would be approaching 
from the right and speeds would be higher. A distance of 43 metres accords with 
speeds of 30mph and is considered to be acceptable. 

 
 The visibility of 17 metres to the left accords with speeds of 15mph. This is 

considered to be acceptable in this location as the number of vehicles approaching 
from the left likely to be fewer and travelling at lower speeds. The visibility from Old 
Teignmouth Road onto the A379 is considered to be acceptable and it is noted that 
the collision data shows no collisions at the junction. 

 
 There are footway links to the site, but the number of people who may choose to 

walk to the town may be limited. The site is located close to bus stops which 
connect to Dawlish and other towns. With the close proximity of bus stops, it is 
considered that the site is well located for sustainable travel. 

 
 Car parking is proposed at one space per dwelling. This is quite a low provision, but 

is considered to be acceptable for the specific use, which is expected to have a 
lower vehicle generation than general housing. In addition, visitor spaces are 
proposed and the availability of sustainable travel options may help to limit car use 
and ownership. It is noted that cycle parking is to be provided, which is welcomed. 

 
 The proposed footway at the access to the site has been considered. It is noted that 

there are no pedestrian facilities into the site. Therefore, for pedestrians to have 
access to the site from the footway there should be a dropped kerb with tactile 
paving at the access. It is expected that these works will be undertaken through a 
Section 278 agreement. As this is a minor change, this could be amended at the 
technical approval stage for the Section 278 agreement. As a result of this footway, 
some parking spaces would be lost and the road would be narrowed. The road is 



 

 

proposed to be narrowed to 5 metres, which is considered to be acceptable for a 
car and a large vehicle to pass. The number of vehicles using this road is 
considered to be low and appropriate for a width of 5 metres. Whilst the loss of 
parking spaces is not desirable, vehicles would still be able to park further along Old 
Teignmouth Road, where the road widens. 

 
 A Travel Plan has been submitted with the application. This identifies some 

measures to be provided. A Travel Pack should be provided to all new residents. 
This should include a £300 sustainable travel voucher (£250 for bus travel and a 
£50 cycle voucher). This provision should be included in a Section 106 agreement. 

 
 Suggested conditions: 
 
 1. Prior to commencement of any part of the site the Planning Authority shall have 

received and approved a Construction Management Plan (CMP) including: 
 (a) the timetable of the works; 
 (b) daily hours of construction; 
 (c) any road closure; 
 (d) hours during which delivery and construction traffic will travel to and from the 

site, with such vehicular movements being restricted to between 8:00am and 6pm 
Mondays to Fridays inc.; 9.00am to 1.00pm Saturdays, and no such vehicular 
movements taking place on Sundays and Bank/Public Holidays unless agreed by 
the planning Authority in advance; 

 (e) the number and sizes of vehicles visiting the site in connection with the 
development and the frequency of their visits; 

 (f) the compound/location where all building materials, finished or unfinished 
products, parts, crates, packing materials and waste will be stored during the 
demolition and construction phases; 

 (g) areas on-site where delivery vehicles and construction traffic will load or unload 
 building materials, finished or unfinished products, parts, crates, packing materials 
 and waste with confirmation that no construction traffic or delivery vehicles will park 
 on the County highway for loading or unloading purposes, unless prior written 
 agreement has been given by the Local Planning Authority; 
 (h) hours during which no construction traffic will be present at the site; 
 (i) the means of enclosure of the site during construction works;  
 (j) details of proposals to promote car sharing amongst construction staff in order to 
 limit construction staff vehicles parking off-site 
 (k) details of wheel washing facilities and obligations 
 (l) The proposed route of all construction traffic exceeding 7.5 tonnes. 
 (m) Details of the amount and location of construction worker parking. 
 (n) Photographic evidence of the condition of adjacent public highway prior to 
 commencement of any work; 
 

2. The site access and visibility splays shall be constructed, laid out and maintained 
for that purpose in accordance with the attached Diagram 13757/T03 A where the 
visibility splays provide intervisibility between any points on the X and Y axes at a 
height of 0.6 metres above the adjacent carriageway level and the distance back 
from the nearer edge of the carriageway of the public highway (identified as X) shall 
be 2.4 metres and the visibility distances along the nearer edge of the carriageway 



 

 

of the public highway (identified as Y) shall be 47 metres in a north east direction 
and 17 metres in the other direction. 

 
REASON: To provide a satisfactory access to the site with adequate facilities for 
short term parking and to provide adequate visibility from and of emerging vehicles. 
 
3. No part of the development hereby approved shall be brought into its intended 
use until the parking facilities and visibility splays have been provided and 
maintained in accordance with details that shall have been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority and retained for that purpose at 
all times. 
 
REASON: To ensure that adequate facilities are available for the traffic attracted to 
the site. 
 
Environment Agency – No objections to the proposal providing development 
proceeds in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment 

 
 Housing Services – In respect of the contribution for affordable housing, I confirm 

that Housing Services have agreed to the proposal as set out by Pioneer Housing 
and Development Consultants in their letter dated 18 August 2014 to provide a 
financial contribution of £250,000 to be paid to coincide with the first residential 
occupation; this payment being based upon the mid-position scenario of 5 
affordable dwellings and a broad average of the contributions per dwelling required 
in recent planning obligations to provide off-site affordable housing. 

 
 Network Rail – Objection to the above proposal as this scheme has not considered 

the stability of the slope or the impact this may have on the operational railway. 
 
The above proposal is a risk and hazard to the safe operation of the railway and has 
not fully identified or mitigated the risks. 
 

• The potential increase of loading(s) on the cutting slope, have not been 
identified/mitigated  

• The potential for issues with the tunnel loading also 

• We would also object to any trees being planted on Network Rail property 
 

The drainage report only addresses issues with regard to the new build above the 
 railway, the following information is required: 

 

• Construction methods of drainage towards the railway  

• Construction details of cellular attenuation tank.  This is to include cross 
 sections and ground conditions within the surrounding area.  

• Drainage outfall details adjust to the railway  

• Full construction details within the tunnel portal area of land R78288.  

• Ground investigation report with trial pit and bore holes.  

• How well the drainage system will be maintained and signed statement. 
 



 

 

Until the above requested documents have been received and reviewed to 
ensure the proposed development will not adversely affect Network Rail’s assets, 
our objection to this proposal will remain. 
 
Further consultation response received from Network Rail as detailed below: 
 
After further consultation with our Engineering Departments, Network Rail 
maintains the objection to the above proposal and would refer to our comments 
dated 3 October.  We have viewed the “Contaminated Land Assessment” you 
refer to; this does not address our drainage concerns as highlighted in our 
response to you of 3 October. 

 
We have serious concerns that the proposal if permitted could destabilise the 
cliff, the area concerned has a high profile of cliff failures and associated rock 
stabilisation works having to be carried out.  You should recall we recently had to 
shut the main line railway as a result of damage to the sea wall caused by 
storms.  Before we were able to reopen the railway we also had carefully 
controlled sea cliff collapses and therefore we know there are potential issues in 
this locality. 

 
Network Rail has a statutory obligation to ensure the availability of safe train 
paths and also a duty of care to ensure that the travelling public arrive at their 
destinations in a safe manner, we are required to take an active interest in any 
development activity adjacent to our property that potentially could affect the safe 
operation of the railway. 

 
Our interest is to protect the physical railway infrastructure and we need to be 
satisfied that there will be no adverse safety issues arising as a result of the 
development to users of the railway 

 
Therefore, should planning permission be granted despite our objection, Network 
Rail will consider any such failure and damage as an act of nuisance and shall 
take all necessary action to seek redress for the damage caused and any 
financial penalties for closure of the railway through the courts. 
 
RSPB - Leading stakeholders in Planning, Architecture, Ecology and 
Conservation all agree that installing nesting/roosting boxes for building 
dependant species during construction in significant developments is good 
practice and suggest that a ratio of one nest box per residential unit would be 
appropriate. 

To keep it simple we recommend using nest bricks designed for swifts as 
they replicate the natural nesting places under the eaves and gable ends used by 
this species, crevice-roosting bats (confirmed by bat conservation), starlings and 
house sparrows, given a choice the latter seem to prefer them to the usually 
specified terraces. 

Swifts and sparrows in particular nest in loose colonies which is why we 
recommend installing the bricks in loose groups of two/six, at least one or two 
metres apart in appropriate locations, sparrow colonies do best if there are 



 

 

five/ten breeding pairs and there is good evidence that given the opportunity 
six/twelve pairs of swifts will nest in a single building. 

Having perused the plans and elevations submitted with this application, 
incorporating the above into the proposed building should be simple and 
effective; it would also meet Teignbridge's obligations to protect and enhance 
biodiversity under the NERC Act 2006 supported by the NPPF and NPPG. 

We would recommend that details of the above are included in an on-going 
Landscape and Environmental Management Plan and made a condition if 
planning consent is granted  

 Public Art – Ideally we would like to secure £10,000 for public art based on the 
benchmark and precedence of previous projects where £20,000 is generally 
assigned to every 100 houses.  This relatively small scale development at Shell 
Cove falls just under the benchmark figures, however £10,000 would be a 
realistic sum for delivering art that makes an impression and impact on the site.  
If the developers want to expand the public art into their existing landscape ideas 
then there is scope and scale to draw from their existing budgets, i.e. for seating, 
in addition to the agreed art budget.  This will become evident as the concept 
designs unfold and is often negotiable once the project begins.  With all this in 
mind the intention, at this stage, is to have £10,000 for the public art budget 
written into the Section 106 agreement. 

 Tree Officer - The proposal will result in the loss of a number of trees adjacent to 
the north west, northern and north eastern boundaries. The trees to be removed 
are of indifferent quality. The loss of the above trees can be compensated for by 
replanting within and adjacent to this section of the development site. 

 
 Development can be undertaken without significant detriment to retained trees 

within and adjacent to the site. 

 The spatial relationship between the south western plot and adjacent trees is 
unsatisfactory.  The trees located adjacent to the boundary of the site will 
significantly restrict both direct and ambient light to both the dwelling and the 
surrounding amenity space. 

6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 30 contributions have been received consisting of 13 representations, 8 letters of 

support and 8 objections. 
 
 The representations raise the following points: 

1. A number of representations have requested the re-routing the South West 
Coast Path along the cliff edge and that this should be conditioned and that 
public access should be given to the private beach in Shell Cove. 

2. Concern raised about stability of the orchard boundary wall identified as in need 
of repair.  It is possible that development will destabilise the garage of Papillon 
which lies within one metre of the boundary and one wing of the bungalow lies 



 

 

within approximately two metres of the boundary wall.  The owners would like 
some reassurance about this. 

3. There appears to be some conflict within documentation with floor plan of 
Orchard 2 cottage adjacent to Papillon identifying three overlooking windows 
whereas the elevation drawing shows four windows.  

4. Bats overfly the garden of Papillon each evening and badgers are regular 
visitors overnight 

5. The owners of Papillon regularly see peregrines flying and hunting in this area, 
their nest is likely to be in the cliff somewhere near the proposal.  Peregrines are 
a protected species under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, 
and should be afforded protection from any adverse impacts of the 
development.  The RSPB may be best placed to offer further information. 

 
 The representations in support raise the following points: 
 

1.    Comments received from Woodpeckers that they have been kept well informed 
and totally approve, looking forward to the completion of a well-maintained and 
attractive development. 

 2.    As there is a development further down Old Teignmouth Road, and Shell Cove 
House was originally a holiday complex, the proposed development seems to fit into 
the area. 
3.   There is a great need for this type of high quality housing catering for an ageing       
 population. 
4.   The site is well served by public transport (bus and rail) 
5.  There will be very little, if any, impact of an adverse nature on existing nearby 
properties and it would be a quiet secluded open development. 
6.   The site is of particular interest to local people who wish to maintain contact 
with the excellent facilities at Barton Surgery, dentists, library, post office and a 
varied selection of shops. 

 
 The representations in objection raise the following concerns and issues: 
 

1. Road safety concern due to poor visibility with regard to new road for vehicle 
and pedestrian access on a strip of land between Bradenton House and 
Papillion.  The main access to Shell Cove House is perfectly adequate. 

2. Privacy concerns to garden at Bradenton House as a result of the strip of land 
being used as a road and loss of green strip of land which adds to the 
character of the road. 

3. There is a mature beech tree immediately adjacent to the proposed entrance 
subject of a TPO that does not appear to be included on the plan of existing 
trees I would have thought this would require comment from the Tree Officer 
bearing in mind its proximity to the proposed road. 

4. The access road between Bradenton House and Papillion is quite narrow and 
if agreed there will be potential for further water run-off let alone the possibility 
for damage to my wooden fence and reduction in security of my house. 

5. Concern raised about cliff stability 
6. Loss of privacy for existing residents 
7. Concern raised about difficulty in accessing neighbouring properties as a 

result of narrowing of Old Teignmouth Road as a result of new pavement 
proposed and visibility of both the road and pavement. 



 

 

8. Concern that if proposed second access to the development was opened this 
would increase traffic flowing past the junction, making turning onto the 
significantly narrowed road more dangerous.  If this access was to be opened 
its use should be limited to occasional use by emergency vehicle. 

9. Impact on several mature trees should be considered. 
10. Concern that sewerage and electricity supply are not adequate to support 

additional demand. 
11. Design is not sympathetic to location. 
12. A four storey building would be out of keeping with the buildings around the 

area.  It is a prominent spot, and therefore should be no higher than existing 
building.  The plans would be overbearing, and out of keeping with other 
buildings nearby. 

13. Concern that cottages are not set back from road as suggested by 
representative before application submitted but front the road. 

14. Concern site entrance directly opposite entrance to The Hedges.  The 
inevitable mud will be dangerous on my sloping cobbled driveway I fear for the 
safety of delivery personnel.  The site entrance is also the closest possible 
point to the main Teignmouth-Dawlish road and the nearby bus stop, surely a 
safer entrance could be found on this large site? 

15. The Design and Access Statement refers to the removal of two windows from 
the Orchard Cottage adjacent to our home (Papillion) to address concerns in 
relation to overlooking. Regrettably one window in the living area, which would 
overlook our master and guest bedrooms, kitchen, conservatory, and lounge, 
remains. However, following further discussion with Pegasus, agreement has 
now been reached for the removal of this window from the north east 
elevation. (One opaque window will remain in the elevation which is in a 
bathroom).  I wish to document this exchange so that you may view it as a 
formal objection until such time as the amendment is received. (NB: This 
amendment has since been received) 

16. The frontal appearance of the cottages could be softened by wide pavements 
and landscaped with flowers and shrubs if set back from Old Teignmouth 
Road within the site rather than so tight against Old Teignmouth Road. 

17. On-road house plans will be overbearing and have claustrophobic effect on 
our property Shrimp Lodge.  The plans continue to omit reference to Shrimp 
Lodge. 

18. The new proposal to set the Inland Cottages back by 400mm is entirely 
inadequate.  If permission is given to knock down the existing 3 cottages, then 
the 6 new ones should be set much further back from the road and in no case 
should there be any requirement to add a new pavement that will narrow the 
road to less than its existing 6 metres. 

19. Existing 3 cottages should be kept and sold off as affordable units. 
20. The height of the 6 Inland Cottages is planned to be no higher than the tallest 

cottage now standing.  This must be strictly enforced. 
21. Design of Inland Cottages charmless. 
22. Stone cladding on existing 3 cottages should be re-used for bottom half of 6 

Inland Cottages. 
23. Timber boarding out of keeping with local housing. 
24. Chimney for Inland Cottages is out of keeping with the proposed cottages. 
25. Appearance of Centrepiece Apartments is out of keeping with their 

surroundings and will dominate landscape 



 

 

26. Height of Centrepiece Apartments is too high. 
27. 2 storey cottages on tennis courts too close to cliff edge. 
28. Insufficient parking provision. 
29. Contractor agreement for all works to be finished within 18 months, strict 

caveats concerning noise, dust and pollution and restriction on construction 
hours and location of parking of contractor’s vehicles must be agreed. 

30. Waste collection point should not be visible from Old Teignmouth Road and 
should not give rise to smells, vermin or flies to those living in vicinity. 

31. The windows of some of the Inland Cottages overlook our house (The Toll 
House).  In particular the upstairs windows look straight into our bedroom and 
should have some form of obscure glass arrangement.  It would be sensible, 
with the proposal to demolish the existing cottages, to take the opportunity to 
set the new cottages back to both protect the privacy of the occupiers and also 
our own privacy in the Toll House.  This could also bring the proposed new 
houses in line with their existing neighbour Shrimp Cottage. 

   
7. TOWN COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
  Dawlish Town Council resolved unanimously by Members present and voting to 

recommend refusal of this application for the following reasons: 
1. Overdevelopment of the site 
2. Creates an urban context where the landscape deserves something less intense 
3. The details are too complex 
4. Concerns about developing so close to the cliff edge 
5. Concerns that if the three cottages are demolished in Old Teignmouth Road any 

pavement should be found from the site and the road should not be narrowed. 
 

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 
 
The CIL liability for this development is £222,785 based on 2,621 net m2 at £85 per 
m2 CIL rate.  

 
WARD MEMBERS:   Councillor Clemens and Prowse, Dawlish South West 
 


