
Planning Committee –Tuesday 29 August 2016

Late representations/updates

Item No. Description
1 STARCROSS - 17/01703/MAJ - Cockwood Harbour & Starcross

Slipways, Cockwood - Tidal defence scheme to include flood gate
installation and replacement, slipway raising and wall raising at
tidal inlets, together with a combination of raising, repair and
reconstruction of Cockwood Harbour seawall, and associated
works

One further objection has been received;
The representation raises concerns in respect of the Pile Driving
operations which are proposed in order to construct a new section of
Harbour Wall between the southern slipway and the start of the
footpath to the south-eastern corner of Cockwood Harbour. The
representation raises concerns of the potential for damage to the
structural stability of Rock Cottage (Grade II Listed Building) which is of
cob and stone construction, arising from the vibrations of pile driving
works proposed in close proximity.

Additional technical information received from the Applicant;
In response to the representation, the Environment Agency has
submitted an additional technical note which sets out how the pile
driving works would be carried out whilst avoiding harm to nearby
buildings.

Teignbridge District Council Costal and Drainage Manager has
reviewed the representation and additional technical information
received;
The technical note has been reviewed by the Teignbridge District
Council Coastal and Drainage Manager who is not satisfied that the
additional information as submitted, satisfactorily addresses the
concerns raised. The Teignbridge District Council Coastal and
Drainage Manager has advised that additional information is required.

Update to Recommendation
The Officer recommendation is updated following receipt of a further
representation and additional technical information. The updated
recommendation is as follows;

APPLICATION BE DEFFERED to allow further Officer consideration of
technical information and any impacts on nearby buildings arising from
pile driving works alongside possible alternatives, measures to
minimise and monitor vibration levels or mitigation.

2 TEIGNGRACE - 17/00726/FUL - Land known as Ventiford Basin,
Stover Canal, Ley Green - Creation of a clay cored dam and
associated works



No updates received
3 KINGSKERSWELL - 17/00132/MAJ - Land off Coffinswell

Lane/Newton Road - Demolition of the existing public hall and
bungalow and development of the site for up to 175 dwellings (Use
Class C3), a new public hall (Use Class D1), and associated open
space and landscaping (approval sought for access)

Correction to 3.80 of the report;
The Teignbridge District Council Biodiversity Officer has advised that
that Likely Significant Effects could not be ruled out therefore under the
Habitat Regulations, an Appropriate Assessment was carried out.

Correction to 3.82 of the report;
Various conditions are set out in the Appropriate Assessment and
these are the same as those set out in para 3.82 of the report.

Re-consultation of Natural England:
Natural England have been re-consulted following the completion of
the Appropriate Assessment and the Council is currently waiting for
their consultation response.

Update to Recommendation
Therefore is considered that the recommendation should be updated
as follows:

DELEGATED AUTHORITY TO BE GRANTED to the Business
Manager – Strategic Place in consultation with the Chair of Planning
Commitee to GRANT PLANNING PERMISISON for the proposal
subject to:

1. confirmation being received from Natural England that they
agree with the recommendations of the Appropriate Assessment
carried out by the Teignbridge District Council Biodiversity
Officer and any other conditions that they recommend as
appropriate, or that they have no further comment to make;
and,

2. subject to the applicant entering into a S106 Agreement to
secure the matters detailed in the Main Report;
and,

3. subject to conditions addressing matters as substantially set out
in the Committee Report or as required to be amended by
Natural England.

IF these pre-conditions cannot be met, the Business Manager may
exercise his delegated powers to refuse the application or return it to
Committee for further consideration in due course.

4 IDE - 17/01346/FUL - Land Off Polehouse Lane - Erection of a
temporary dwelling for agricultural worker

Two further objections received from the same respondent:



These representations query the temporary nature of the building, and
raise concern with regard to the building remaining if the business fails
due to Brexit and also raising concern generally about cattle farming
polluting the environment with methane and raising concern that the
standard man days do not reflect the Devon Red breed but appear to
reflect rather a generic modern breed. The Breed survives on Exmoor
without need for accommodation for the cattle, and houses or caravans.

Parish Council have submitted a further representation clarifying two
points:

1) To clarify that there has been a misunderstanding and that Mr
Skinner has not been employed by Ide Parish Council to provide
his agricultural appraisal report;

2) Thank you is given to the applicant/agent for clarifying that the
applicant does not own any dwellings within the locality and the
application 17/00661/NPA referred to in the Parish comments
has nothing to do with the applicant and that the applicant has
never been involved with this application.

Letter from applicant’s agent has been received in response to
observations made in the agricultural consultant report prepared and
submitted by Mr Skinner and comments:
“

1. Land holding – The applicant owns in total 210 acres of
agricultural land;

2. Fulltime worker – Mr Skinner uses the ABC book, my
calculations were taken from the Nix Pocket Book 2016, where
the calculations for grazing livestock do not include field work.
This point was raised and discussed in a recent appeal (as
stated by the Council’s independent assessor Mr Machin)
unfortunately however, the Inspector did not expand on this
point within their decision.  It would have been much more
helpful and a better representation if Mr Skinner would have
made his calculations using the Nix Pocket Book, as there is
always going to be a conflict in the figures due to the different
calculations in the two guidance’s.  However, the Council’s
independent agricultural assessor has stated they are happy
that the proposal meets the required SMD even using the ABC
book.

3. … For clarity, the applicant does not own any dwellings within
the locality, the dwelling referred to by the Parish Council
(17/00661/NPA) is nothing to do with the applicant and never
has been.”

Additional Report from Mr Skinner

Further information forwarded by Ide Campaign Group from Mr Skinner
re-iterates his view that the strength and scope of the enterprise has



been over-stated and the financial and functional tests have not been
passed.

“For information, I am acting in an entirely independent capacity.  I
have a degree in Agriculture, specialising in agricultural business
management, having been taught by Professor John Nix.  I am a Rural
Chartered Surveyor with over 20 years experience working in Devon
and a member of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants.

In addition to the observations set out in my original statement, I would
add the following;

Functional (Practical) Need.

The applicant’s agent and the Council’s agricultural consultant state
that there will be enough livestock on the holding in 3 years time after
the livestock herd has expanded to 50 cows to support one full time
worker.  However, there is no provision or cost within the budgets for
buying in 20 extra suckler cows.  The budgets are based on all young
stock being reared and sold.  If the 20 additional suckler cows are
going to be home reared then the applicant must reduce the number of
beef sold accordingly.

To my knowledge the applicant does not own any sheep.  It is quite
wrong to include a non-existent enterprise within the labour
assessment and budgets.

The applicant’s agent has derived his labour figures from John Nix’s
Farm Management Pocketbook, 2017 edition.  The SMD factors
quoted for livestock by the applicant are not the correct rates as quoted
on page 194 of the pocketbook.  For example, a suckler cow is claimed
to have an SMD requirement of 1.9.  This is simply wrong – it’s 1.35.
Further, it is stated at the bottom of this section in Nix’s pocketbook,
“This data is dated now and many commercial enterprises will
have more efficient working practices, requiring fewer SMD per
unit of output or input (hectare or head).” By contrast, The
Agricultural Budgeting & Costing Book, May 2017 which I sourced my
data from states, “For livestock these workrates have been
supplemented by recent surveys and research”.

Financial Test.

There are many errors and inconsistencies in the applicant’s budgets.
All of them appear to inflate the profitability of the proposed farming
system.  For example;

As noted, the applicant’s budgets show all the young stock being sold
after two years.  Home bred heifers are not being retained.  This
means that in order to expand the herd to 50 cows, 20 cows will have



to be purchased.  I can not see any such cost within the budgets.  Nor
is there any cost for older cows that have to be replaced.

Both the applicant’s agent and the Council’s agricultural consultant
have based their labour requirement calculations on the farm worker
undertaking all the field work such as rolling, fertilising, silage making
etc.  This means that the applicant will have a fairly significant
compliment of farm machinery such as tractors, fertiliser spinners, rolls,
mower, trailers etc.  If this is the case then there should be a cost figure
for depreciation within the applicant’s budgets as there is in every
single set of farm accounts.  Depreciation has been omitted from the
budgets.  By omitting depreciation, overheads appear much lower and
so the profit appears higher.  If there is no depreciation, there can be
no machinery.  This can only mean that that outside contractors will be
undertaking all the fieldwork; but there is no charge for contractors
either in the budgets.

Whether farming subsidies remain the same, are scaled back or
removed entirely post BREXIT is irrelevant.  This enterprise mix makes
a loss under all three scenarios now and in three years’ time based on
standard costings derived from the Agricultural Budgeting & Costing
Book, May 2017.”

The Update has been forwarded to the Council’s agricultural
Consultant for comment but it light of its late receipt no response has
been received to date.

It is worth highlighting that the application seeks permission for a
temporary dwelling to support the establishment of the agricultural
business.  If the business does not adequately become established
over time, it is unlikely that permission for a permanent dwelling would
be justifiable in due course – subject to the policies that are in place at
that time.

5 DAWLISH - 17/01480/OUT - The Cottage, Shutterton Lane -
Dwelling in garden (all matters reserved for future consideration)

No updates received RE


