
Planning Committee –Tuesday 17 April 2018 

Late representations/updates -  

Item No. Description 

1 CHUDLEIGH - 18/00333/FUL -  169 Palace Meadow - Single storey 
side extension 
 

No updates received 

2 & 3 BOVEY TRACEY - 17/02118/MAJ -   Land north of Indio 
House, Newton Road - Outline planning application for up to 30 
dwellings and associated works (means of access to be 
determined only); and   
 

DCC as Lead Local Flood Authority has confirmed no objection subject 
to the application of conditions relating to construction and operational 
drainage. This can be accommodated within the existing 
recommendation. 
 
4 (11 April) further representations have been received all raising 
concerns regarding the impact of any alternative access arrangement 
of St John’s Close 

4 TEIGNMOUTH - 17/02233/FUL -  Marlyn House, Second Drive - 
Conversion and extension of dwelling into eight flats 
 
Letter of objection  
received from a previous commentator advising they are delighted to 
read that Conservation says that the application should be refused and 
that they consider that the density proposed greatly exceeds other 
buildings in the area and that the extended building proposed is 
objectionable because it involves demolition of part of the villa and 
destroys the Victorian character of Marlyn by shape and size.  The 
dominance of the building will damage the street scene from Second 
Drive and the street scene will also be damaged by the conversion of the 
garden into a car park. 
 
A letter has also been received from the applicant in response to the 
Conservation Officers comments (set out below) which states the 
following: 
 
I note that the observations from the Conservation consultee are now 
different to the observations made at pre-submission which were then 
supportive of the considerable effort made to re instate the house and to 
extend it in a style in keeping with the style of the conservation area.  The 
same drawings have been submitted for the formal application. 
 
Firstly I wish to clarify that the building has not doubled in size.  The 
proposal removes an ugly garage concrete block out sheds and an 



existing modern extension which to many eyes is not historic nor 
attractive as the openings are totally to different shape to a victorian 
building.   
 
Consistency in the treatment of openings is a real positive of the 
proposed extension and reinstatement. The proposed reinstatement 
also addresses the mismatched windows which include 1970's 
aluminium windows which of course cannot be seen as the property is 
boarded up. 
 
There is also a considerable amount of crude concrete surfacing and 
really ugly concrete fire escape externally built for the first floor.  At 
present much of this cannot be seen from the greening of the property. 
All of this is removed by the proposed proposal. 
 
The north elevation of the proposal has its own merits as a consequence 
of not only being extended sympathetically but also in the scale and 
approach of Victorian architecture and therefore taken with the 
comments above I do not belief that the negative comment as to this 
aspect could be sustained in the light of removing all the vegetation to 
see how ugly it really is and what I believe the stylish execution of the 
proposal will be in contrast. 
 
The material used for barge boards and windows would be those in style 
and appearance for the use in a conservation area. I would expect to 
deal with this by a condition. As already mentioned a considerable raison 
d’etre of this proposal is to reinstate and extend the building with the 
appearance of the original houses in the conservation area. 
 
I note that the conservation officer has made a number of 
recommendations which would ameliorate her concerns which I believe 
also can be executed by condition and furthermore believe for the 
reasons set out above that this proposal would be an example of how 
such victorian building can be brought into the 21st century effectively.  
 
It is actually a demonstration of the effectiveness of a conservation area 
as the proposal before the committee is explicitly in response to the 
Landscore section of the St James Conservation Area.  I have noted that 
a Conservation area is not intended to fossilise an area and in 
itself Marlyn house is not sacrosanct as if it was it would be Listed. 
 
May I close by stating the obvious that as a result of the implementation 
of this proposal Marlyn house would give an energy/environmental rating 
to 8 homes that the properties in Second drive could only dream of. 
 
Letter of Comment/Objection 
The comments by the Applicant/Agent (letter dated 13 April 2018) miss 

the fundamental aspect of this Victorian Villa in relation to the block 

volume of the building. The building consists of two parts, the larger being 

the main building and the smaller building being attached at the rear with 

the overall height of the smaller building being below the gutter line of the 



main building. The building at the rear is not anything exceptional and 

could be replaced. The proposed extension has a larger footprint which is 

feasible but needs to be in scale but the difficulty is the roof line. It 

matches the roof line on the main building which destroys any volume 

principle and extends the main building into one bulky mass.  

The extension proposal requires a smaller footprint, particularly the width, 

and substantial reduction in the height. 
 
DCC Highways: 

DCC Highways have advised that the applicant has taken advice from 
the Highway Authority with regards the parking provision to provide for 
this type of development.  The 15 parking spaces provided would be 
adequate for this number of flats including one visitor space, as parking 
is a premium in this area.  Therefore the County Highway Authority has 
no objections to this application. 
 
They do recommend the following condition be applied and if minded to 
approve it is recommended that this be a condition of decision: 
 
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; and 
(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. 
 
REASON: In the interest of local amenity. 
 
TDC Conservation Officer: 
 
Marlyn House is a sizeable Victorian villa that has been vacant for some 
years. In common with neighbouring properties it is set back from the 
northern side of Landscore Road and has a large garden. There are 
different types of properties in Teignmouth St James Conservation Area 
but the Landscore section of the conservation area is largely detached 
Victorian villas built as family residences in spacious plots. Marlyn House 
is part of a coherent group of detached late nineteenth century properties 
of a similar scale, character and plot size and they make an important 
contribution to the character and appearance of this part of Teignmouth 
and the conservation area.  
 
Marlyn House makes a positive contribution to the character of the 
conservation area. Some villas have had unsympathetic extensions 
constructed largely before being included in the Teignmouth St James 
Conservation Area in 2006; the extensions on some of the villas have 
swamped the original historic villa or have been carried out in a manner 
that is detrimental to the conservation area.  
 
During the latter half of the 20th century the character of Landscore’s 
original usage has been somewhat eroded, mainly through the 
construction of large extensions accompanying changes of use to multi-
occupation, but most recently also through the demolition of one of the 
houses and its replacement with a substantially larger block of 
apartments whose construction has involved the loss of a significant 
area of garden (Teignmouth St James Conservation Area Appraisal) 
  
The villa was previously considered for demolition at appeal 
(APP/P1133/A/06/2016480) where the inspector found the “buildings 
make a pleasing and important contribution to the character and 
appearance of Teignmouth…this substantial and well-proportioned 
building, with rendered walls, slate roof, remaining sash windows, 
bargeboards, chimneys and spacious garden setting” He further stated 
he agreed with the Council that Marlyn House is a good example of the 
Victorian Villas found within this part of town and makes a significant 
contribution to the character of the area.  
 
The proposal is to largely extend the villa doubling it in size with 
significant parking provision covering half of the garden. The site has a 
low limestone wall along its southern boundary approx. 5-600mm high 
and some limestone wall on its eastern boundary. The wall is typical of 
limestone walls in this area of random rubble mix. Some landscaping is 



proposed along Landscore drive 1-2m wide so it is likely there will be 
some views of the cars and the parking area from the cottages and 
their windows opposite and from Landscore Road. I would see any 
views of cars along this boundary as having a detrimental impact on the 
conservation area. The current site levels are high against the wall on 
the southern boundary. It is unlikely the boundary wall could be raised 
but it would not be sufficient to block views of the cars and walls in this 
area are not very high. Depending on the proposed levels the cars 
could be elevated up against Landscore Road. If the case officer is 
minded to approve the scheme landscaping, section and details of 
walls including capping and materials should be agreed by condition. A 
site section would show height of cars above the wall and necessary 
screening if agreed. There may be significant lowering of site levels 
within the car park to lower it to meet existing wall heights. There are no 
site levels on the proposed site plan to show the site level of the car 
park from Second Drive entrance.  
 
The existing north elevation of Marlyn is very similar to Duncombe and 
Fishwicke with its rear extension and all three have a good roof scape 
and attractive fine chimneys and to lose this articulation would be 
detrimental to the conservation area. The loss of the garage would be 
an advantage and to have the boundary wall renovated and the section 
rebuilt with limestone to match local materials would be an advantage. 
The agent has tried to extend the scheme sympathetically for this size 
of extension but unfortunately it swamps the scale of the existing villa 
and loses the rear extension and chimneys which are a feature of the 
historic villas and this group of buildings. The proposed north elevation 
is not as attractive as the existing and loses both chimney and 
extension. Although some of the other villas have been extended they 
are recognised as negative extensions to the villas on the architectural 
character survey.  
 
The use of proposed UPVC fenestration and perhaps barge boards 
would be detrimental to the character of area. The existing timber barge 
boards and finials are very decorative and should be retained and 
repaired if necessary.  
 
Although the proposed extension has been well executed I have 
concerns over the loss of the roof and chimney articulation on the north 
elevation, the scale, the amount of car parking and loss of sash 
windows to be replaced with UPVC.  
 
I regret that I cannot support this application. The Council has a duty to 
preserve or enhance the conservation area. To bring Marlyn back into 
use would be worthwhile though it has not been upkept over the years. 
If the case officer is minded to approve the application the new render 
specification should be agreed and should be lime render with coursing, 
natural slate traditionally fixed and clay ridge tiles should be used, 
rainwater goods would be preferable in cast iron, the decorative barge 
boards and finials should be retained, band courses and corbels to 



windows should be retained. Fenestration details and materials should 
be agreed and preferably historic sash windows retained. The fascia 
and soffits should be in timber. The new piers to the entrances should 
be agreed, landscaping and lighting within the car park should be 
agreed. 
 
Officer recommendation is that following the receipt of the above 
additional conditions as recommended by the Conservation Officer be 
applied: 

1. New render specification to be agreed prior to first use; 
2. Sample of slate and tiles to be used shall be agreed and shall be 

traditionally fixed; 
3. Existing decorative barge boards and finials, band courses and 

corbels to windows shall be retained; 
4. Sample of rainwater goods and barge boards to be used shall be 

submitted and agreed prior to first use; 
5. Details of the new piers to the entrances shall be agree prior to 

first installation; 
6. External lighting scheme for lighting within car park to be agreed 

prior to first installation; 
7. Landscaping details to be agreed; 
8. Section and details of walls including capping and materials to 

be agreed; 
9. Prior to commencement of works on the car parking area  a site 

section shall be provided and agreed showing levels for this 
area, and height of cars in relation to boundary walls and any 
screening proposed to mitigate any impact identified; 

10. Notwithstanding details provided details of windows/doors to be 
installed to be agreed prior to installation including material and 
profile; 

11. Details of fascia and soffits to be submitted and agreed. 
 
Additional Construction Management Plan requested by DCC Highways 
also recommended to be applied as set out above. 
 

5 KINGSKERSWELL - 17/03030/VAR -  Land at Fluder Hill - Variation 
of condition 1 on planning permission 16/00022/VAR to amend 
landscaping, revise turning head, shorten access road, 
amendments to windows, provision of up to date survey and road 
retaining wall 
 

Additional letter of objection received 09/04/2018.  The letters raises 
issues that are covered in the report to Planning Committee relating to 
development in the strategic break and open countryside, soil 
displacement on adjoining land, implementation of landscaping.  
 

6 NEWTON ABBOT - 17/03073/FUL -  20 Buckland Brake - Change of 
use of House in Multiple Occupation 6 persons (Use Class C4) to 
HMO for up to 8 persons (Sui Generis) 
 



Additional letter of objection received 13/04/2018.  Includes 
photographs showing traffic/parked vehicle on the highway at 
weekends and evenings.  The letter does not raise additional issues not 
discussed in the report. Some of the photos will be included in the 
Planning Committee presentation.  
 
Finalised Transport Assessment submitted 
 

7 SHALDON - 18/00210/FUL -  22 Horse Lane - Replacing felt on flat 
roofed dormers, replacement of hung concrete tiles on dormers 
with cladding and installation of cladding on side and rear 
extensions 
 

No updates received 

8 DAWLISH – 17/00100/ENF - Land formerly known as the Haunt, 
Teignmouth Road, Holcombe 
 

 Received a letter from a local resident in Fordens Lane with a few 
concerns about the works carried out and the contents of the report. 
There are three main points which are: 
 

1) It is considered the whole of plot 3 has been raised significantly 

and it does not start at the original ground level on the western 

edge as claimed by the developer. It is stated that this area of 

land has also been raised by over one metre.  

2) There are also concerns that Officers did not view the works 

from the adjacent properties in Fordens Lane which have now 

been significantly affected by the large mobile homes that have 

been placed on the land. 

3) There is also no mention of any concerns from residents in the 

adjacent mobile homes situated to the south of the three new 

plots. It seems the occupiers of the adjacent mobile homes have 

concerns about the stability of the retaining wall between the 

units particularly with the additional raising of the ground levels 

to provide the concrete base for plot 3. 

 
Taking into consideration the above it is considered that enforcement 
action should be taken to have the concrete base for plot 3 lowered by 
1.2 metres. 

 


