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1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 

Councillor Clemens has requested that this application be referred to Planning 
Committee for determination if the officer is recommending approval, on the 
grounds of overdevelopment, access and overlooking/privacy problems. 

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

1. Standard time limit for commencement 
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans 
3. Landscape scheme to be submitted for approval 
4. No development shall commence until further bat emergence surveys have 

been undertaken and mitigation measures agreed 
5. No development shall commence until details for surface and foul water 

drainage have been agreed, including proof of any necessary easements 
6. Museum shall be used solely as a museum and for no other purpose including 

any other purpose in Class D1 of the Schedule of the Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 

7. Surgery shall be used solely as a surgery and for no other purpose including 
any other purpose in Class D1 of the Schedule of the Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 

8. Prior to commencement of use parking and turning shall be completed and shall 
thereafter be permanently retained 

9. Unsuspected contamination condition 
10. Bathroom windows to be obscure glazed and fixed shut 
11. Roof of dwellings to be clad in natural slate 
12. Removal of Permitted Development Rights for dwellings 
13. No windows shall be installed in the south east and north west elevations to 

prevent overlooking 
14. Samples of proposed materials to be submitted and agreed 



 

 

15. The development shall not be carried out otherwise than in strict accordance 
with an External Lighting Scheme, including an implementation programme, 
which shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority prior to the commencement of development  

16. Upon the implementation of any part of the proposed scheme no part or parts of 
the previous approved planning consents 13/00503/FUL and 13/00504/FUL 
shall be implemented 

17. Notwithstanding boundary treatments detailed on submitted information, details 
of boundary treatments shall be submitted for approval 

 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
 Site Description and Proposal  
 
3.1  The site is on the south east side of Flow Lane, bordered by residential properties 

and is within the settlement limit of Bishopsteignton.  The site is not within a 
designated landscape area or conservation area. 

 
3.2  The site is the former garden of the residential property known as 52 Newton Road. 

This land and money was left in a will to be given to run a new museum for 
Bishopsteignton. 

 
3.3  The site is currently an overgrown garden with a small, dilapidated potting shed and 

greenhouse, both of which are to be demolished to accommodate the proposed 
development. 

 
 3.4  The total size of the site is approximately 1,977 square metres. 

 
3.5  Planning consent is sought for a new museum and doctors' surgery, two new 

dwellings and associated landscaping, parking and access provision. 
 
3.6 The access to the site would be from Flow Lane with a new road providing access 

to the site and parking provision which includes a minibus drop-off point to be 
shared between the museum and surgery.  6 car parking spaces and 1 disabled car 
parking space are proposed to the rear of the surgery and 5 parallel parking spaces 
are proposed off the access road to the side of the surgery and museum building.   

 
3.7  The museum and surgery are provided in two separate buildings with a garden and 

exhibition space for the museum being provided between the two buildings.   
 
3.8  The museum has a gross external floor area of 266 square metres and the doctors' 

surgery has a gross external floor area of 129 square metres.  The museum and 
surgery have a combined gross external floor area of 395 square metres. 

 
3.9  The materials for the external finishes for the museum and surgery buildings are: 

timber/aluminum composite windows and doors; hardwood cladding to the walls; 
oak shales/shingles to the roof and softwood stained/painted dark grey fascias, 
barge boards and rafter feet; galvanized pressed steel gutters and downpipes and 
brushed stainless steel signage. 

 



 

 

3.10  To the rear of the site a pair of semi-detached houses with garden area and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling is proposed. 

 
3.11  The dwellings have floor areas of approximately 86 square metres each, outside 

amenity space and two parking spaces. 
 
3.12  The materials for the external finishes of the proposed dwellings are: hard wood 

timber cladding and masonry plinth to the walls with an area of stainless steel 
cladding with standing seam detail; natural slate roof with solar thermal panels and 
mechanical ventilation with heat recovery to be installed to the roof; pressed 
galvanized steel gutters and downpipes and timber/aluminum composite triple 
glazed windows. 

  
3.13  Landscaping works are proposed for the site and close boarded fencing topped 

with trellis is proposed for the side boundaries of the site with the existing close 
boarded timber fence to be retained on the rear boundary. 

 
  Relevant Site History 
 
3.14 Planning consent was granted by approval 10/00596/FUL for the erection of a new 

museum and learning centre at the site.  This was then renewed by planning 
consent 13/00503/FUL to extend the time to implement the previously-approved 
consent.  This consent has not been commenced but could still be implemented. 

 
3.15 Planning consent was also granted by approval 10/02188/FUL for two dwellings 

with integral garages which was renewed by planning consent 13/00504/FUL to 
extend the time to implement the previously approved consent.  This consent has 
also not been commenced but could still be implemented. 

 
 Principle of housing 
 
3.16  The site lies within the settlement limit of Bishopsteignton where there is no policy 

objection to the principle of residential development subject to the proposed 
housing satisfying material planning considerations which will be addressed in turn 
below. 

 
 Principle of museum and surgery 
 
3.17  Section 70 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires that planning 

policies and decisions should “plan positively for the provision of…community 
facilities…to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential 
environment”’ and should “guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities 
and services, particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet 
its day-to day needs”. 

 
3.18 Policy S1 of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 similarly looks for sustainable 

development with access to necessary services/facilities.  Policy S21 (Villages) of 
the Local Plan supports limited development which meets the social and economic 
needs within defined villages including Bishopsteignton consistent with the needs to 



 

 

minimise travel.  It goes on to state that emphasis will be on providing affordable 
housing, employment, services, facilities and environmental enhancements. 

 
3.19 The application site is located within the settlement limit of Bishopsteignton, thus 

reducing the need to travel outside of the settlement for access to a surgery should 
the existing one close.  There would also be easy access to the larger museum 
facilities.  Neither proposal would therefore raise policy objections.  Furthermore the 
proposed dwellings would provide a small increase in housing provision within the 
village. 

 
3.20 The principle of a museum at this site has also been established by the previous 

consent which could still be implemented. 
 
 Residential Amenity Considerations 
 
3.21 With regard to the proposed museum and surgery buildings concerns have been 

raised that the proposed buildings, particularly the museum building closest to Flow 
Lane, would result in an overbearing impact and overshadow Maple Cottage 
(directly opposite the site) and result in overlooking to this property from vehicles 
exiting the site from the proposed access opposite this property. 

 
3.23 The museum and surgery buildings have been set back from the road frontage and 

orientated to minimise impact on the occupiers of neighbouring properties.  
Furthermore, the design of the buildings has been arranged in part to reduce the 
bulk of the building when viewed from neighbouring properties.  It is not considered 
that the proposals result in an overbearing impact or significant loss of 
light/overshadowing to Maple Cottage or the other properties neighbouring the site 
given the position, design and orientation of the buildings that could be justified 
and/or sustained at appeal. 

 
3.24 Concern has also been raised that vehicles leaving the site would result in light 

pollution and disturbance to Maple Cottage through lights shining into their 
habitable rooms.  It is recognised that Maple Cottage faces the site and has 
windows opposite the access point.  However this impact will be confined to the 
winter months and at the time of day drivers will require lights (i.e. late 
afternoon/early evening). The proposed development, with the exception of the 
dwellings, is likely to create limited vehicle movements during these times given 
that the use of the museum and surgery building would be largely day-time use with 
surgery appointments likely to be limited predominantly to morning appointments. 

 
3.25 Concern has also been raised about noise nuisance/disturbance.  Clearly 

compared to the previous use of the land as a garden the proposed development 
will result in an increased noise level.  The proposals are not the types of uses that 
would generate noise nuisance/disturbance at antisocial hours of the day.  A refusal 
on the grounds of noise nuisance/disturbance cannot be justified.  

 
3.26 Concern has been raised that the introduction of the surgery as well as the housing 

and museum and associated parking, landscaping and access roads result in an 
overdevelopment of the site.  Whilst the proposed development will result in two 
community facilities being provided as well as housing on the site in order to part 



 

 

fund the facilities, the proposed scale of the development is not assessed to be an 
overdevelopment of the site. With the proposed landscaping and museum garden 
the site will retain an element of open space albeit reduced compared with the 
previous garden use of the site. 

 
3.27 Whilst the residential amenity concerns are noted it is not considered that the 

proposed museum and surgery buildings will result in an unacceptable impact on 
residential amenity to justify a refusal of planning consent. 

 
3.28 With regard to the proposed dwellings at the rear of the site the scale of dwellings is 

compatible with dwellings in the locality and their position is not assessed to result 
in harm to the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers in terms of an 
overbearing impact and/or loss of light. 

 
3.29 Concern has been raised about the potential for the first floor bedroom windows to 

result in overlooking to Newton Road properties to the rear of the site.   
 
3.30 These windows are small clear glazed windows which are positioned at a height to 

avoid an unacceptable level of overlooking occurring to Newton Road properties 
whilst still maintaining light into the bedrooms.  It is not considered reasonable to 
condition these windows to be obscure glazed given that they serve bedrooms, 
however, given their size and position, these windows are assessed to not result in 
an unacceptable level of overlooking/loss of privacy to Newton Road properties. 

 
3.31 No windows are proposed to the north west and south east elevations and this is 

recommended to be secured by condition to protect the residential amenity of 
neighbouring occupiers.  Furthermore, a condition is recommended to be added for 
the bathroom windows to be obscure glazed in the interests of residential amenity. 

 
3.32 The ground floor windows in the north east and south west elevation and first floor 

windows in the north east elevation do not raise overlooking concerns. 
 
3.33 The proposed development is not assessed to result in any overarching reasons to 

justify the refusal of planning consent on the grounds of harm to the residential 
amenity of neighbouring occupiers. The proposed amount of outdoor space 
proposed for the new dwellings is considered to provide an appropriate amount of 
amenity space for the future occupiers. 

 
Design Considerations 

 
3.34 Design is always a subjective matter which is evident in this case from the 

representations received with a mix of support and objection to the design of the 
proposed scheme. Those in support comment that the design is compatible and in 
keeping with the surrounding area; whilst the objectors to the design raise concern 
that the proposal is incompatible and out of character with the surrounding area. 
 

3.35  The materials on Flow Lane vary including render, brick and stone work and timber 
cladding for walls of buildings; tiles or natural slates for roofs; and a mixture of upvc 
and aluminum windows.  Dwellings are a mix of semi-detached and detached 
dwellings along Flow Lane and are of two storey scale.   



 

 

 
3.36 The scale and detail of the dwellings is assessed to be compatible with 

neighbouring properties. 
 
3.37 The museum and surgery buildings have been designed with the two storey scale 

of neighbouring properties in mind and have been designed to ensure that the 
buildings do not appear overly bulky within their residential context whilst still being 
of a scale required for the intended use, particularly with regard to the surgery 
building which has been designed to comply with NHS space standard 
requirements. 

 
3.38 The proposed materials are considered to be high quality and samples of the 

materials are recommended to be secured by condition to ensure that they would 
result in a satisfactory appearance to the buildings.  The proposal does include a 
wood cladding finish for the entire building walls rather than just the first floor as 
found locally including to the adjacent property to the site.  However the extent of 
cladding is not assessed to detrimentally affect the appearance of the development 
or locality.  The proposed roofing materials are considered to be appropriate, 
particularly the natural slate to the dwelling roofs which it is recommended be 
secured by condition.  No objection is raised to the proposed materials. 

 
3.39 Whilst clearly the introduction of the museum and surgery building within the 

residential area of this part of Bishopsteignton will alter the residential character of 
Flow Lane, the design of the development and proposed materials/finishes is not 
assessed to result in a design that would be incompatible with the area and/or 
detrimentally alter the character and appearance of the area to warrant a refusal of 
planning consent. 

 
Refuse Collection 
 

3.40  The Waste Team have been consulted on this application and raised no objection 
to the proposal but advised that access to and around the site by refuse collection 
vehicles needs to be considered and requested a swept path analysis to be 
undertaken to demonstrate how their vehicles could access the site, manoeuvre on 
the site and turn to exit the site.  This analysis was provided and the Waste Team 
have advised that they are satisfied that their vehicles can access the site for the 
purpose of refuse collection. 
 

3.41  The site layout is therefore assessed to be acceptable for the purposes of collecting 
waste from the site.  No objection is therefore raised.  

 
Highway Considerations 

 
3.42 The proposal provides two parking spaces per dwelling this is assessed to be 

acceptable to serve the proposed residential development on the site. 
 
3.43 The proposal also provides 12 car parking spaces, 1 of which is a disabled parking 

space and 5 of which are parallel parking spaces to serve the proposed surgery and 
museum.  A minibus drop-off point is also proposed to serve both the museum and 
surgery. 



 

 

 
3.44 Concern has been raised in representations, including in a representation received 

from a highway consultant on behalf of a number of neighbouring residents, that the 
proposed parking is inadequate for the proposed development and raising concerns 
about access/egress from the site and impact on the surrounding road network 
particularly on Flow Lane which has a lack of passing places.  Concern has also 
been raised about parking issues both on Flow Lane and neighbouring roads from 
potential overspill due to inadequate parking provision. 

 
3.45 Representations in support counter these concerns commenting that they consider 

the parking provision provided to be adequate for the proposed development, that 
the site is accessible by foot and bike from the village and the site is level so not 
everyone will need to drive to the site and that the proposal provides much 
improved parking provision compared with the existing surgery.  They also 
comment that they consider that there is adequate parking on neighbouring roads 
for any additional parking requirements and that the surgery deals with a number of 
patients over the phone without the need for a trip to the site.  Furthermore, they 
comment that the narrowness of Flow Lane is no different to other roads in the 
village and other villages in Devon and that visibility from the proposed access 
compared to some roads in the village is good from this site. 

 
3.46 Devon County Council Highways have been consulted on this application and their 

response is included in the Consultees section. In summary the Highway Officer 
concludes that the proposals are able to be accommodated on the highway 
network. It is considered that there is a safe and suitable access to the site 
proposed and the impacts of the development are not likely to be severe, in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

3.47  With no objections being received from Devon County Council Highways, whilst the 
local concern raised in the representations received has been considered, it is not 
assessed that the Local Planning Authority is in a position where it could justify a 
refusal on highway grounds.  The proposal is judged to have an acceptable impact 
on the highway network and the proposed access and parking provision is deemed 
acceptable. 

 
3.48 A query has been received in one of the representations received about whether 

the condition applied to the previous approval for details of entrance gates to be 
locked shut at any time the museum is closed to the public could/would be applied 
to this application.  As the proposed dwellings are accessed from the same access 
as the proposed museum/surgery it would not be feasible for gates to be locked 
shut when the museum and/or surgery is closed as this would prevent access to the 
proposed dwellings.  The layout therefore prevents this condition being applied for 
this application.  However, the position of the proposed dwellings will enable natural 
surveillance of the site when the museum and surgery are closed. 

 
Biodiversity 
 

3.49  A phase 1 habitat survey has been undertaken on the site.  The survey identified a 
potting shed that had medium level bat roosting potential and 4-5 old and degraded 
droppings were found inside the shed.  Also, suitable bat foraging habit in the form 



 

 

of dense shrub and broadleaved trees were found to be present within the site.  In 
addition, a member of the public reported to Natural England that three species of 
bats are thought to inhabit the site (pipistrelle, noctule and long-eared bats) 
 

3.50  A Natural England European Protected Species Licence may be required based on 
the results of the initial ecological appraisal results. 
 

3.51  The report recommended that emergence surveys should be carried out to assess 
the current status of the potting shed, and if present, the species of bats. 
 

3.52  Two dusk emergence surveys were carried out on 22 and 29 September 2014 in 
accordance with Bat Surveys Good Practice Guidelines.  No bats were observed 
emerging from or re-entering the potting shed during the emergence surveys.  Bat 
activity in the area was low.  During 22 September survey several common 
pipistrelle bats were heard but not observed (21 passes during the entire survey) 
and these passes were recorded as generally brief and faint and from the direction 
of Flow Lane and the woodland across the road (Wych End).  Only one bat was 
observed flying from the woodland over the top of the potting shed and across the 
site.  During the second emergence survey only three passes of common pipistrelle 
and one pass of soprano pipistrelle were heard.  These were from the direction of 
Flow Lane and Wych End.  No bats were observed during the survey. 
 

3.53  Bat activity was considered to be low overall with very little activity observed in 
close proximity to the potting shed. 
 

3.54  The emergence surveys did not confirm that the shed is currently being used as a 
bat roost although the presence of a small number of old bat droppings indicate that 
the shed has been historically used by bats. 
 

3.55  The Bat Survey Guidelines (Hundt, 2012) state that surveys at a site should be 
spaced out during the bats' activity period and that bat activity may be low during 
surveys carried out in autumn due to cooler temperatures and bats moving to 
mating sites.  Due to the timing of the surveys (both in late September and only 
seven days apart) it is not possible to be confident in a negative result.  Emergence 
surveys conducted during the optimum survey period could potentially identify a 
positive result.  Based on the emergence surveys conducted to date, there is not 
sufficient evidence to be confident that the potting shed is no longer being used as a 
bat roost.  Although it is considered likely that the recent introduction of street 
lighting on Flow Lane as part of the new residential development may have 
discouraged bats from using the shed and foraging and feeding in the site as there 
is a significant amount of light spill on the hedgerow and potting shed and habitats 
along the north east boundary of the site. 
 

3.56  Even though the emergence surveys did not confirm current roosting evidence of 
bats, the positive evidence of bat droppings found during the preliminary ecological 
appraisal indicate the potting shed is a sporadically used transitional roost. 
 

3.57  All bat roosts are protected under Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations (2010) and a European Protected Species Licence (EPSL) will be 
required to demolish the shed. 



 

 

 
3.58  The licence would not be granted by Natural England without requisite emergence 

surveys being completed: the closeness and timing of the emergence surveys does 
not meet best practice for bat surveys and therefore gives some level of uncertainty 
as to the results.  The ecological report recommends that emergence surveys 
spaced further apart would be needed. 
 

3.59  ODPM Circular 06 (2005) requires Local Planning Authorities to consider the 
likelihood of Natural England granting a licence.  
 

3.60  Case law (Woolley vs East Cheshire 2009 and Morge vs Hampshire CC 2011) 
identified that planning authorities must engage with the three tests to be met under 
the licensing process (the Woolley Case) and consider whether a licence would be 
likely to be granted (the Morge Case). 
 

3.61  For this application, because the shed structure is to be entirely removed, a licence 
would certainly be needed.  Natural England would not grant a licence without the 
full range of required surveys having been undertaken and details of mitigation 
plans being provided. 
 

3.62  Case law in the form of the Hardy vs Cornwall Case suggests the surveys should 
not be conditioned. 

 
3.63 In the Hardy vs Cornwall case where surveys were conditioned no mitigation could 

be found to overcome the impacts of the development on bats found on the site and 
therefore the approved consent could not be implemented, leading to a legal 
challenge. 
 

3.64  In the case of the application site the original application for a museum on the site in 
2010 was granted consent with a condition that “before any clearing of vegetation or 
other works commences, a phase 1 survey of potential habitats for protected 
species should be carried out, by a suitably qualified and experienced ecological 
consultant.  A copy of the ecological survey report should be submitted to the Local 
Planning Authority.  Depending on recommendations in the survey report, further 
surveys and conditions may be required to safeguard protected species and their 
habitats”.  This condition was then reiterated on the renewed consent in 2013 which 
can still be implemented. 
 

3.65  Given that the 2013 consent can still be implemented following the discharge of this 
condition and that works would not be able to progress until the discharge of this 
condition and a licence being granted by Natural England it would seem 
unreasonable to delay determining the current application until the next survey 
season in the spring for the emergence surveys to be completed prior to 
determining the application. 
 

3.66  Should the further emergence surveys produce a positive result mitigation would be 
required.  Bat Mitigation Guidelines provided by Natural England (2004) suggests 
these mitigation measures could include restricting the seasonal timing of works 
affecting roosts to either April (prior to the formation of maternity roosts) or 
September/October (once maternity roosts have dispersed and prior to bats going 



 

 

into hibernation) when bats are considered least vulnerable.  Mitigation measures 
are also likely to require replacement roost opportunities such as bat boxes and a 
replacement roosting feature.  
 

3.67  Having reviewed the site there are areas within the landscaped section of the 
scheme which would be suitable to locate a replacement roost should the 
emergence survey(s) which cannot now be carried out until spring next year have a 
positive result and require such mitigation. 
 

3.68  The Hardy vs Cornwall case had no such mitigation opportunities and therefore it is 
not considered that this application is comparable to this case.  Here a condition 
requiring further emergence surveys prior to commencement of works and site 
clearance could be imposed. If the emergence surveys indicate the presence of 
bats mitigation measures will be required before commencement of works.  If 
mitigation is required the site is able to accommodate the provision of a 
replacement roost.  There is therefore a clear distinction between this proposal and 
the Hardy vs Cornwall case. 
 

3.69  Conditioning for such surveys is not considered to negatively impact on protected 
species and their habits given that the potting shed would not be able to be 
demolished until a licence from Natural England is granted.  This would not be 
granted without the emergence surveys and mitigation measures being 
conducted/proposed and agreed. 
 

3.70  It is suggested that, given the past conditions on this site and the ability to provide 
mitigation, a condition be placed on the consent for further survey work to be 
undertaken and mitigation agreed prior to site clearance and works commencing on 
site. 

 
 Habitat Mitigation 
 
3.71  A Habitat Mitigation contribution has been received towards measures to mitigate 

the impacts of the development on the Dawlish Warren Special Area of 
Conservation and the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area. 

 
 Landscaping 
 
3.72 The site is located within the Teign Estuary Landscape Character Area and partly 

within a Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor  
 

3.73   The Council's Landscape Officer has been consulted on the proposal and 
comments that the proposals would have some adverse impact through the loss of 
garden open space within the village, however this is not considered significant, 
given the residential context of the site. 

 
3.74  There would be some loss of small trees and some replacements, e.g. of fruit trees, 

are recommended.  
 

3.75  A detailed landscape scheme is required and this would be recommended to be 
secured by condition. 



 

 

 
3.76    No objection is raised in principle to the development on landscape grounds. 

 
3.77   It is however recommend that the treatment of the museum garden boundary should 

be of a quality of materials to match that of the building, rather than a standard 
close-boarded fence. Similarly the garden fences to the sides of the houses, which 
also face public space, need to be of good quality or they will detract from the 
buildings and the space. Climbers to the public face would help to lessen the hard 
appearance, which would mean setting the fence back further to allow for planting. 
 

3.78  Notwithstanding the details provided on the submitted plan, details of boundary 
treatments should be secured by condition to ensure appropriate treatments. 

  
3.79    No objection is raised in principle to the development on landscape grounds subject 

to a landscape scheme and appropriate boundary treatments being secured and 
agreed by condition. 

 
CIL  

 
3.80  The two houses proposed are liable to CIL and the required documentation has 

been submitted for the CIL payment.  The museum and surgery is not liable to CIL. 
 

Drainage 
 

3.81  The application submission reports that there is a wayleave over 52 Newton Road 
to facilitate the connection of the site to the sewer in Newton Road.  The owners of 
52 Newton Road have submitted a letter from their solicitor to the Council Drainage 
Engineer challenging this wayleave.  Given the reported legal issues surrounding 
the drainage it will not be possible to commence construction until this legal issue is 
resolved. The Council Drainage Engineer is therefore recommending a condition 
stating that prior to commencement of construction all easements regarding the 
drainage system serving the development must be sought. 

 
3.82 Due to the uncertainty with regard to surface/foul water drainage methods it is 

recommended that a condition be attached for drainage details to be agreed prior to 
commencement of works on the site. 

 
Conclusion 

 
3.83  There is no policy objection to the principle of residential development or the 

principle of community facilities being provided within the Settlement Limit of 
Bishopsteignton.   
 

3.84  The design and proposed materials/finishes for the dwellings and museum and 
surgery and proposed materials are considered to be acceptable and are not 
judged to result in the dwellings and/or museum and surgery buildings appearing 
incompatible in relation to surrounding area.   
 

3.85  No objection is raised by Devon County Council Highways about the amount of 
parking provided, access to the site and/or highway and pedestrian safety concerns 



 

 

about the proposed development. The Waste Team have confirmed that they are 
satisfied that their refuse vehicles can access the site to collect waste generated 
from the proposals. 
 

3.86  No objection is raised to the landscaping subject to a condition for details of 
landscaping to be agreed and boundary treatment details to be agreed. 
 

3.87  It is recommended that emergence surveys and mitigation measures to safeguard 
protected species be conditioned. 
 

3.88  It is recommended that drainage details including easements being agreed prior to 
construction works commencing be secured by condition.  
 

3.89  The proposal is not assessed to have an adverse residential amenity impact on 
neighbouring occupiers to justify a refusal of consent. 
 

3.90  CIL liability has been completed and habitat mitigation contributions secured. 
 
3.91  Representations received refer to restrictive covenants and query the funding for 

the scheme and whether the proposed scheme meets Molly Coombes' legacy.  
These are not matters that can be taken into account in considering this planning 
application.  The representations also query future uses of the museum suggesting 
the museum trust have other intended uses of the museum building not included in 
the application.  The surgery and museum building are recommended to be 
conditioned to be used for the uses applied for only and alternative uses would then 
require a separate planning consent and the acceptability of any alternative use put 
forward could be carefully considered at such a time. 

 
3.92 In this case it is not assessed to be necessary to condition the opening hours of the 

museum and/or surgery as use of these buildings is unlikely to take place at 
antisocial hours of day or be a significant noise generator. 

 
3.93 Some of the representations in objection raise concern that there are alternative 

sites for the surgery that should be considered and are considered by objectors to 
be more suitable.  Whilst there may be alternative sites the Local Planning Authority 
must determine the suitability of the submitted scheme. 

 
3.94  It is recommended that permission be granted 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) 
S21 (Villages) 
EN2A (Landscape Protection and Enhancement) 
EN11 (Legally Protected and Priority Species) 
WE11 (Green Infrastructure) 

 



 

 

 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Practice Guidance 
 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 Devon County Council (Highways) - The proposal is for doctors’ surgery, museum 

and two dwellings. The site is accessed from Flow Lane. A total of 12 spaces are 
proposed for the surgery and museum. Two spaces per dwelling are proposed in 
addition to this. It is not proposed that the hours for the surgery and museum are 
restricted and therefore it assumed that both could be in use at the same time. 

 
Flow Lane is generally a single vehicle width, but there is a passing place close to 
the proposed access and it is wider at the junction with Cockhaven Road. There is a 
footway along Flow Lane which ends at Great Park Lane. Given that Great Park 
Lane is a shared surface, it is reasonable to assume that Flow Lane would also act 
as such. Vehicle flows are considered to be low which would make it appropriate for 
this. The proposals would increase the use of Flow Lane, but it is considered that 
vehicle flows would remain relatively low. 

 
Cars currently park on Cockhaven Road and it was noted that they currently park 
close to the junction with Flow Lane. This does restrict visibility and vehicles will 
need to exit slowly.  Although there are parked cars close to the junction, there are 
no recorded collisions at this junction, or on the surrounding roads. With the 
proposals, more vehicles are likely to use the Cockhaven/Flow Lane junction. There 
is not considered to be an additional safety concern associated with this. 
 
Cockhaven Road is wide and considered to be suitable for on-street parking. It is 
noted that the school is close by and at start/finish times, parking on Cockhaven 
Road may be greater. The peaks hours of the surgery and museum are likely to be 
outside school start/finish times when the greatest pressure for parking on 
Cockhaven Road is likely to occur. 
 
The number of trips likely to be generated has been calculated using TRICS. The 
surgery is likely to generate approximately 10 vehicle trips (in and out) in its busiest 
hour. Car park accumulation analysis has not been undertaken, but it is considered 
that there is sufficient car parking to accommodate the surgery. The museum is 
more difficult to establish likely trips and it may be that organised groups may visit 
the museum, such as school groups. It is noted that a minibus drop-off is shown for 
such trips. It is considered that to serve both the surgery and museum, 12 spaces 
are sufficient. If there are additional trips, vehicles may be able to park on-street. A 
turning head is shown within the site to enable vehicles to turn if parking spaces are 
not available. 

 
The parallel parking spaces and the minibus drop-off do not appear to be of a 
sufficient size. The car spaces should be 2.5 metres in width. The minibus space 
does not appear to be much larger than the car spaces. It is recommended that it is 
increased in size and demonstrated that it can accommodate a minibus.  Visibility is 
shown from the access onto Flow Lane. This is shown as 2.4 metres x 25 metres, 



 

 

which is considered to be suitable for speeds of 20 m.p.h. and therefore appropriate 
for Flow Lane. 

 
In summary, it is considered that the proposals are able to be accommodated on 
the highway network. It is considered that there is a safe and suitable access to the 
site proposed and the impacts of the development are not likely to be severe, in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework. It is recommended that 
the layout is amended to increase the size of the spaces. It would be preferred that 
this is done at this stage, but the Local Planning Authority may choose a condition. 
 
Following the above representation the following amendments to parking were 
agreed between the applicant and Devon County Council Highways: 

 Parallel parking spaces to be 2200 x 6000mm 
 Mini-bus drop off space to be 2500 x 7500mm 

Revised plans were received showing this amendment.  Devon County Council 
Highways have commented that they are happy that this addresses the points 
previously made. 

 Waste - No objection to the proposal but advise that access to and around the site 
by refuse collection vehicles needs to be considered as set out below. The 
construction of all access roads needs to be of sufficient quality to allow 26 tonne 
GVW Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCVs) full access to all properties in order to 
provide an efficient waste and recycling collection service without causing 
premature wear or damage to the surfaces.  For the purpose of any swept path 
analysis our RCVs are 2.8 metres wide by 9.5 metres long by 3.6 metres high.  
Attention should be given to movements of these vehicles around the site and to 
ensure suitable turning areas are provided.  We have had particular issues with 
block paved areas that are in-filled with sand to improve permeability being 
unsuitable for use by our collection vehicles. 
 
Following the receipt of a swept path analysis, Waste have confirmed that they are 
happy with the waste vehicle access requirements. 
 
Environmental Health - Recommend an unsuspected contamination condition if 
minded to approve. 

 
 Drainage - I refer to the above application and can advise as follows: 
 

1. All surface water must be taken to soakaways/SuD systems within the 
curtilage of the site and to be no less than 5 metres away from any structure, as per 
BRE Digest 365. 
2. The applicant must demonstrate that any specifically designed SuDS can 
accept the surface water run-off generated.  
3. In order to ensure the development’s un-adopted private SuDS are 
maintained, the applicant is required to submit details of the surface water 
management company tasked with maintaining the drainage system. Also, a copy 
of the SuDS maintenance schedule to include all the private attenuation ponds, 
infiltration trenches, permeable paving areas and associated pipe work. 



 

 

4. Infiltration tests are to be carried out (in accordance with BRE Digest 365) to 
confirm infiltration rates of the soil in the areas of proposed SuDS.  
5. We require confirmation that the applicant agrees to upgrade the local sewer 
network, as recommended by South West Water. 

 
Given reported legal issues surrounding the drainage a further comment was 
received from the drainage engineer advising that as it will not be possible to 
commence construction until this legal issue is resolved a condition stating that ‘All 
easements regarding the drainage system serving the development must be sought 
prior to commencement of construction'. 

 
 Landscape Officer - The proposals are acceptable subject to a landscape condition. 
 

The proposals would have some adverse impact through the loss of garden open 
space within the village, however this is not considered significant, given the 
residential context of the site. 

 
There would be some loss of small trees and some replacements, e.g. of fruit trees, 
is recommended. A detailed landscape scheme is required. 
 
I recommend that the treatment of the museum garden boundary should be of a 
quality of materials to match that of the building, rather than a standard close- 
boarded fence. Similarly the garden fences to the sides of the houses, which also 
face public space, need to be of good quality or they will detract from the buildings 
and the space. Climbers to the public face would help to lessen the hard 
appearance, which would mean setting the fence back further to allow for planting. 
 
Community Museums Officer - Supports the application having worked with the 
existing Bishopsteignton Museum of Rural Life since 2002.  She comments that the 
museum is run by a small team of dedicated volunteers. It collects and cares for 
artefacts, photographs and archives that encapsulate and preserve the heritage of 
Bishopsteignton for future generations. The collection tells the stories of local 
people, places and events, creating a sense of place, and enabling young and old, 
residents and visitors, to appreciate and celebrate the local community.  

 
The museum is currently located on the upper floor of the community centre in 
Bishopsteignton. It is not accessible to people with severe mobility difficulties and 
wheelchair users. The environmental conditions for the long term preservation of 
the collection are not ideal.  

 
The proposed new museum building will provide proper access and space for 
visitors, including school groups, and house and display the collection 
appropriately. It will enable the museum to gain accreditation, the national standard 
for museums. The inclusion of the doctors' surgery and affordable houses will raise 
the profile of the museum within the village and ensure its long term sustainability.  
The new museum building will be a great asset to the community. 

 
 Natural England - Natural England has received notification from a member of the 

public, stating that pipistrelle, noctule and long eared bats are known to inhabit the 
above-mentioned site. 



 

 

Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. The Standing 
Advice includes a habitat decision tree which provides advice to planners, 
developers and other interested parties on deciding if there is a ‘reasonable 
likelihood’ of protected species being present on a development site.  It also 
provides detailed advice on the protected species most often affected by 
development, including a flow chart for each species (to enable an assessment to 
be made of the suitability of a protected species survey and, where appropriate, the 
mitigation strategy).  

Although Natural England does not comment on planning applications which only 
affect protected species, we have noted that the application has been forwarded to 
Teignbridge District Council's Biodiversity Officer for comment, and he has stated 
that 'I would recommend an appropriate level of ecological survey is carried out, by 
a suitably qualified and experienced ecological consultant. The site falls within a 
recorded over-wintering zone for cirl buntings and protected species such as bats, 
badgers, reptiles, nesting birds and others would be expected to be present in the 
surrounding areas'.  

Natural England recommends that these species surveys should be carried out 
prior to a decision being made on this planning application. ODPM 
Circular_06/2005 ‘Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations 
and their Impact within the Planning System’ advises that surveys should only be 
conditioned under exceptional circumstances (and only if the full impacts of the 
proposal are understood at the planning application stage). If surveys are not 
carried out before planning permission is granted there is a risk that not all material 
considerations will have been addressed (see paragraphs 98 and 99). 

 Biodiversity Officer - Initial comments recommended an appropriate level of 
ecological survey is carried out, by a suitably qualified and experienced ecological 
consultant. 

 
 The site falls within a recorded over-wintering zone for cirl buntings and protected 

species such as bats, badgers, reptiles, nesting birds and others would be 
expected to be present in the surrounding areas. 

 
 The comments recommended in the first instance a standard phase 1/extended 

phase 1 ecological survey be carried out, proportionate to the size of the site and 
scale of proposals, which i) assesses likelihood of presence of and adverse impacts 
on protected species, ii) identifies any requirement for targeted protected species 
surveys, and iii) gives details of any mitigation measures and recommendations for 
biodiversity enhancements. 

 
 This information would be needed to support the current application.  Please note 

that if European Protected Species are likely to be affected, further targeted 
surveys may be needed before any consent can be granted. 

 
 NHS England - Support this application for a new surgery and museum.  We have 

been fully engaged during the development of the plans. 
 
 

 

 



 

 

6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 104 contributions received: 63 representations in support, 34 in objection and 7 

comments. 
 
 The points raised are summarised below.  As the representations recorded as 

comments include both support and objections to the application these points are 
summarised in the relevant sections below: 

 
 Objections 
 

1. Overdevelopment of site 
2. The wide and tall museum building will dominate the view from Maple Cottage 

 and will overshadow and overlook the house and side garden. 
3. Access and vehicle maneuvering concerns 
4. Constant vehicle movements from access opposite will look directly into the    

living room window of Maple Cottage with lights shining during winter months 
compromising enjoyment of home including outdoor amenity space 

5. Increase in traffic adding to risk of accident to pedestrians 
6. Lack of passing places on Flow Lane 
7. Impossible for refuse trucks to access site 
8. Difficulty for emergency vehicles to access site and Flow Lane 
9. Insufficient parking 

10. Legal issues with drainage wayleave 
11. Design and materials are out of keeping with area and do not compliment 

surrounding properties 
12. Overlooking and loss of privacy from first floor bedroom windows of Newton 

Road properties to the rear. 
13. Noise and disturbance and exhaust pollution concerns 
14. An alternative site for the surgery is available in the village – The Methodist 

Hall and The Lawns: proposal not considered best location 
15. Impact on wildlife using overgrown garden. 
16. Devon County Council Highways consultation response is dismissive of 

highway concerns raised. 
17. Question business case for such a large museum, funding for development 

and affordability of houses proposed 
18. Lack of consultation before the application was submitted to Teignbridge. 
19. Surface flooding concerns  
20. Restrictive covenants prevent development 
21. The development would not meet Molly Coombes' legacy for the site. 
22. Proposal leaves very little open space 
23. Potential usage, hours of use, lighting and security remain unclear. 
24. No information on gates to restrict unauthorised attendance at the site which 

was a condition of approval on a previous application. 
25. Potential for detrimental impact on existing businesses in village 
26. Commercial development out of character with surrounding area. 
27. Query maintenance and repairs to surgery and museum walls given proximity 

to Leylandii hedge. 
  
 



 

 

 Support 
 

1. Conforms with Teignbridge Local Plan policy 
2. Development appropriate in terms of size and location 
3. Retains and enhances community facilities 
4. Design is in keeping with the locality 
5. No adverse impact on surrounding properties 
6. Fulfils Molly Coombes' wishes 
7. Will provide accessible facility within easy walking distance and on the flat 
8. Support for new surgery and museum being provided. 
9. Proposal well considered 
10. Layout and landscaping should blend well with other recent developments off  

Flow Lane 
11. Proposal would not hinder resident access or pedestrian use of Flow Lane 
12. Other possible sites have proven impractical for surgery 
13. Buildings great improvement to overgrown land 
14. Best place for surgery to be located on the edge of an estate of houses. 
15. Development will not result in the parking issue reported in objections 
16. Another site for surgery and museum would be financially unviable 
17. The dwellings should ensure financial viability of scheme. 
18.  It will help local business for associated trips. 
19. Proposal will deliver significant community benefits with minimal detrimental 

impact. 
20. Proposal provides adequate parking for the volume of traffic that will be 

anticipated. 
21. Application provides two essential aspects of village life in the preservation of a 

surgery presence in the village and the museum is an excellent tourist addition 
in an area that needs long term employment. 

22. Traffic flow will not cause any more problems on Flow Lane than other roads in 
the village.  The sightline from the site is good when compared with many in the 
village and villages through Devon. 

23. Car parking spaces are being provided which is very much better than where 
the surgery is at present. Now that the surgery operates a different system, 
there are rarely more than 3 patients in the surgery at one time, often it is empty 
or just one person so parking seems to be adequately provided for and, unlike 
the school, where children all come out at the same time, patients' visits will be 
staggered. 

 
 A further representation has been submitted by Transport Planning Liaison Ltd on 

behalf of 12 neighbouring residents which is set out in full below: 
  
 I have been instructed by a number of residents neighbouring the site to prepare a 

letter of representation objecting to the proposed development of a site at Flow 
Lane, Bishopsteignton for the erection of a museum, doctors' surgery and two 3 
bedroomed, 4 person dwellings. 

 
 I am a planning and transportation consultant with many years experience in 

highway development management and have also presented the transport aspects 
of development when acting as the Highways Development Officer for various 
Councils.  I have given evidence as the highways expert witness at various 



 

 

planning inquiries and I am a Member of the Chartered Institute of Highways and 
Transportation and hold a Diploma in Town and Country Planning. 

 
 One of my first requests on behalf of my clients was to request that in view of the 

public interest in this particular planning application, both in support and opposition, 
that it should be presented before the Planning Committee this, I am given to 
understand, has now been assured.  My next request would be for Members of the 
Committee to accept that a site visit be convened prior to any decision being made 
as this will demonstrate the restrictions for the access to this proposal for Members 
themselves to form their own views.  I appreciate it will be for Members to make this 
call. 

 
 I also understand that the application will be presented with a recommendation of 

minded to approve; on behalf of my clients I cannot readily appreciate how this can 
be the case.  Before I venture into the specific difficulties of the site, I understand 
that a previous application (10/01447) for a smaller museum and three dwellings 
was refused planning permission by the Planning Committee on the grounds of 
overdevelopment of the site as having an adverse impact on the character of the 
area. 

 
 This proposal is for a museum over 50% larger and whilst one fewer dwelling is 

now proposed it includes a doctors' surgery.  Against this it cannot be sensibly 
argued that the traffic generation of one residential dwelling equates to that of a 
doctors' surgery, therefore, without any changes in planning policy this application 
should be similarly refused for overdevelopment for the sake of consistency and 
openness in the planning process. 

 
 Currently 33 properties gain access to Flow Lane, taken over a 24 hour period this 

equates to 182 vehicle movements.  When taken in a peak hour period this equates 
to 21 but primarily these are going in one direction.  By incorporating a new access 
at the commencement of the narrowest section of the single carriageway this will 
cause severe disruption and aggravation to existing residents as this will provide an 
additional series of two-way movements. 

 
 There is insufficient car parking provision, which, I shall detail below; this will cause 

further confusion, aggravation and disruption as drivers, not able to find a parking 
space, will have to exit the site again and attempt to re-enter the single carriageway 
again against traffic flows.  With insufficient car parking, drivers will be tempted to 
park half on and half off the existing footway in Flow Lane unless bollards are 
provided throughout its length, which would seem to detract from its intended 
character.  The kerb is only 50mm in height so this is an easy option; indeed, one 
will find that when two drivers are approaching each other one will invariably mount 
the footway in order to proceed rather than waiting in the wider passing bays.  This 
is already demonstrated in that there are difficulties along this road as large rocks 
have been placed in the verges in order to stop drivers mounting the grassed areas 
so as to pass one another or park.  This narrow section of carriageway is generally 
3 metres in width over a 55 metres length, with its narrowest section measuring 2.8 
metres; by placing an access along this section which will be a heavy traffic 
generator, considerable disruption will occur and affect the amenities currently 
enjoyed by existing neighbours. 



 

 

 
 Now turning to the site itself, the alignment of the access makes it virtually 

impossible for any normal sized car to turn right out of the site or turn left into the 
site, thus causing further confusion and disruption.  It has already been 
acknowledged by the Highway Officer that the parking spaces are insufficient in 
size, particularly the minibus space; this already restricts the footway within the site 
and appears not to be able to accommodate a wheelchair so persons with 
disabilities using a wheelchair would have to use the carriageway to access the 
surgery.  Only one car parking space has been shown for the surgery and this 
seems to be insufficient as being a doctors' surgery a large number of disabled 
people will be wishing to gain access to it. 

 
 Whilst the Highway Authority have stated that there are no parking standards 

available now, a sensible and pragmatic approach should be taken and experience 
shows that a doctors' surgery is a major traffic generator.  That set aside for a 
moment, the surgery could have staff provision of 5 persons and the museum 2, 
thus leaving 7 spaces for patients and the museum, this is patently insufficient.  A 
doctors' appointment system and or nurse consists of ten minute intervals which 
equates to 3 patients per doctor or nurse in that time, one waiting, one being seen 
and one leaving; that is 18 spaces required where 7 have been provided and with a 
potential traffic generation of 108 vehicles per hour; however, I do acknowledge 
that not all patients will arrive by car; but given the demographics of the village 
which has a high proportion of older people we can predict that most will arrive by 
car.  That potential impact is calculated without any parking provision for the 
museum being made. 

 
 No details have been provided for the museum but it has also been described as a 

community hub and social amenity; this could be used for evening activities or play 
school facilities and without further information and restrictive conditions, the 
nearby residents can feel justly concerned.  If Devon County Council do not have 
parking standards, it may be helpful to consider other local authorities views.  For 
community centres (which is the nearest equivalent to this proposal, if it is being 
described as a community hub would be 1 space per 5 metres square total public 
floor space.  This gives a total of 148 metres square i.e. 30 spaces.  Again, it is 
accepted that not everyone will arrive by car, but together with the surgery the 
proposal demonstrates that there is a severe lack of car parking provision which will 
manifest itself out onto the adjoining highway network. 

 
 Further, Flow Lane acts as a footpath link to the river and any increase in traffic and 

on street parking will impact on this and cause danger to all highway users.  On this 
point, I am surprised by the lack of detail contained in the Design and Access 
Statement, where little or no information has been provided in respect of the 
sustainability of the site for pedestrians, cyclists or public transport users, these 
surely are important considerations. 

 
 In summary, I concur with the findings of the previous planning committee whereby 

the site was considered inadequate to meet the needs of the proposed uses and 
was determined to be overdevelopment – this can only be further strengthened as 
the new proposal includes the introduction of a new doctors' surgery and larger 
museum in substitution for a dwelling. 



 

 

 
7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 Bishopsteignton Parish Council supports this application as it delivers much needed 

facilities for the village in a sensitive way. 
 
WARD MEMBER:   Councillor Williams, Bishopsteignton 
 

  



 

 

 


