
Planning Committee –Tuesday 20 November 2018 

Late representations/updates -  

Ite
m 
No. 

Description 

1 NEWTON ABBOT - 18/01734/FUL -  Butter Market, Market Street - Raise 
the height of the existing 1.5 metres high steel and glass railing along 
the south elevation by 0.5 metres to form a total height of 2 metres 
 

No updates received – RE 16.11.18 

2 NEWTON ABBOT - 18/01735/LBC -  Butter Market, Market Street - Raise 
the height of the existing 1.5 metres high steel and glass railing along 
the south elevation by 0.5 metres to form a total height of 2 metres 
 

No updates received RE 16.11.18 

3 NEWTON ABBOT - 18/01526/FUL -  8 The Butter Market, Market Street - 
Change of use from A3 (restaurant/cafe) to A5 (hot food takeaway) 
 

No updates received RE 16.11.18 

4 SHALDON - 18/01778/MAJ -  Coast View Holiday Park, Torquay Road - 
Variation of conditions 2, 3 and 4 on planning permission 12/01547/MAJ
 (use of land for stationing of static caravans for holiday use all 
year round) to provide an alternative landscaping scheme 
 

13 letters of support received, and 1 additional letter of support received 
which appears to have come from the applicant.  The 13 letters of support 
raise the following summarised comments: 

 The application outlines an appropriate and up to date plan to 
landscape the park that is consistent with the very high standards of 
quality that are immediately apparent when you visit the site; 

 The suggested planting scheme combined with the stylish looking 
lodges will work well at this location and help bring additional support 
to the local community; 

 Development of an already existing park will improve the general 
aesthetics and I believe will be beneficial to the area. 

 Pleased to see the improvements being made; 

 Varied landscape plan will give park more scope for improvement 
 
 8 letters of objection received, raising the following summarised points: 
 

 Proposal is a blot on the landscape; 

 Proposals need to be refused and enforcement carried out; 

 The application contains misinformation and untruths; 

 The site is visible from public land; 

 Northern Boundary misleading suggests application in control of 
more extensive area than is the case.  Highfield planted an area of 



relatively new bank and native planting because of the failure of 
Coast View to adhere to its planning obligations; 

 Reiterate objections compliance with LAMP goes to the heart of what 
the council intended when conditional permission was granted; 

 The notion that the reason for this further proposal is down to the 
aesthetics of vegetation is incorrect as it is down to the breaches of 
not complying with approval granted; 

 The proposed planting schemes do not provide equivalent screening 
of the site as required in the original submission, nor will they replace 
the lost wildlife habitat within any reasonable time frame; 

 I have been able to observe first hand some of the losses of the 
existing perimeter hedging, contrary to the planning granted; 

 As the site has evolved it has become apparent the density of 
housing resembles an urban complex which should emphasise the 
need to maintain existing screening given the rural setting of the site; 

 The proposed placement of unit 619 would necessitate removal of all 
existing boundary hedging and be highly visible from property known 
as Fairhaven and any location to the south of the site; 

 Do not believe the red line can be correct; 

 The extent of hard landscaping employed on the uphill side western 
tier appears excessive and will surely be detrimental to the view of 
the site from all angles; 

 Concern with regard to damage of trucks serving Coast View being 
driven up South end of Common Lane; 

 Landscape Plan misrepresents legal boundaries, and shows a cabin 
placed hard against the boundary hedgerow with Teignhayne with its 
Tree Preservation Order protected trees which is prejudicial to the 
trees and hedgerow, their protection and screening and shows a 
complete lack of regard to the 4m condition. 

 Would a stop order be possible to prevent works preparing the base 
for the disputed cabin 619. 

 
Following plan also provided to illustrate the above two bullet points: 
 



 
 

5 SHALDON - 18/01779/VAR -  Coast View Holiday Park, Torquay Road - 
Variation of condition 4 on planning permission 15/02763/VAR (variation 
of condition 4 on planning permission 13/03275/FUL to vary the stated 
parameters for the approved decking) to ensure compliance with 
revised landscaping plan 
 

9 letters of support received, and 1 additional letter of support received 
which appears to have come from the applicant.  The 9 letters of support 
raise the following summarised comments: 
 

 The application outlines an appropriate and up to date plan to 
landscape the park that is consistent with the very high standards of 
quality that are immediately apparent when you visit the site; 

 The suggested planting scheme combined with the stylish looking 
lodges will work well at this location and help bring additional support 
to the local community; 

 Makes sense to vary decking parameters to more realistic and easier 
to implement; 

 Think this will be a great development and good for the area; 

 It will help present the homes in terms of finish; 

 Support the attention to detail and sympathetic landscaping 
undertaken on the rest of the park; 
 

8 letters of objection received, raising the following summarised comments: 

 Proposal is a blot on the landscape; 



 Proposals need to be refused and enforcement carried out; 

 The application contains misinformation and untruths; 

 The site is visible from public land; 

 Northern Boundary misleading suggests application in control of 
more extensive area than is the case.  Highfield planted an area of 
relatively new bank and native planting because of the failure of 
Coast View to adhere to its planning obligations; 

 Reiterate objections compliance with LAMP goes to the heart of what 
the council intended when conditional permission was granted; 

 The notion that the reason for this further proposal is down to the 
aesthetics of vegetation is incorrect as it is down to the breaches of 
not complying with approval granted; 

 The proposed planting schemes do not provide equivalent screening 
of the site as required in the original submission, nor will they replace 
the lost wildlife habitat within any reasonable time frame; 

 I have been able to observe first hand some of the losses of the 
existing perimeter hedging, contrary to the planning granted; 

 As the site has evolved it has become apparent the density of 
housing resembles an urban complex which should emphasise the 
need to maintain existing screening given the rural setting of the site; 

 The proposed placement of unit 619 would necessitate removal of all 
existing boundary hedging and be highly visible from property known 
as Fairhaven and any location to the south of the site; 

 Do not believe the red line can be correct; 

 The extent of hard landscaping employed on the uphill side western 
tier appears excessive and will surely be detrimental to the view of 
the site from all angles; 

 Concern with regard to damage of trucks serving Coast View being 
driven up South end of Common Lane; 

 Landscape Plan misrepresents legal boundaries, and shows a cabin 
placed hard against the boundary hedgerow with Teignhayne with its 
Tree Preservation Order protected trees which is prejudicial to the 
trees and hedgerow, their protection and screening and shows a 
complete lack of regard to the 4m condition. 

 Would a stop order be possible to prevent works preparing the base 
for the disputed cabin 619. 
 

Following plan also provided to illustrate the above two objection bullet 
points: 
 



 
6 DODDISCOMBSLEIGH - 18/01782/FUL -  Mistleigh Farm Barns, 

Doddiscombsleigh - Extension to the existing barn, installation of 
satellite and attachment of solar panels 
 

No updates received 

7 IPPLEPEN - 18/01226/FUL -  The Shed, Yarneford Copse - Change of use 
of forestry building to dwelling 
 
The Agent has requested the Authority consider a decision made by the Court of 
Appeal (Case No: C1/2017/3292). This has been considered, and balanced 
against a recent appeal case, which has been laid out below for ease of 
reference with brevity: 
 
Firstly, Case No: C1/2017/3292, which shall be known as BDC (Braintree District 
Council) for the purposes of this report, acknowledged they did not have an 
adopted local plan, and in turn there were no relevant local policies to fall back 
on, so they could not demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites. 
Therefore, greater weight was given to Para 55 of the NPPF. This edition of the 
NPPF is now outdated and the relevant Paragraphs are 78 and 79 of the July 
2018 NPPF. 
 
The recent TDC appeal decision issued 7 November 2018, also balances up 
local policy with the NPPF, where the Inspector concluded that the NPPF is plan-
led, and that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not 
change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for 
decision-making. Policy S22 was considered to be a “clear and unambiguous” 



strategy in context with the Plan. The Authority can demonstrate a five-year 
supply of housing land the housing, therefore, Local Policy should be given 
greater weight. 
 
The BDC decision discusses further clarification of relevant words such as 
“isolated” as the subject building would be within the curtilage of an existing 
permanent structure, and it followed, therefore, that “a new dwelling within that 
curtilage will not be an isolated home for the purposes of the policy in para 55”. 
In planning context the report went on to clarify that “isolated homes in the 
countryside” are not in communities and settlement and so the distinction 
between the two is primarily spatial and physical. 
 
We can conclude, therefore, that the Inspectors view in relation to the TDC 
appeal decision is relevant and surmises that the proposed location can be 
deemed as “isolated” and would result in reliance of a private vehicle for access 
to shops and other necessary facilities, due to the land being spatially and 
physically outside of the community and settlement in an unsustainable location. 
 
 
3 letters of support received, two of which from the same contributor, raising the 
following summarised comment. 
 

 The applicants have kindly allowed and warmly welcomed our children 
and adults of the village pre-school to visit their woods 

 It would be a positive to have a neighbour nearby for security reasons and 
also when I am away from site someone else nearby to listen out for our 
alarm systems 

 

 

 


