
PLANNING APPLICATION REPORT  
 
Case Officer:  Anna Henderson-Smith                  Parish:  Tavistock   Ward:  Tavistock North 
 
Application No:  2828/21/FUL  
 

 

Agent/Applicant: 
Mr Louis Dulling - Bailey Partnership 
Lyster Court 
2 Craigie Drive 
The Millfields 
Plymouth 
PL1 3JB 
 

 

Applicant: 
Mr Dan Field 
West Devon Borough Council 
Kilworthy Park 
Drake Road, Tavistock 
PL19 0BZ 
 

Site Address:  1 and 2, Spring Hill, Tavistock, PL19 8LB 
 

 
 
Development:  READVERTISEMENT (Updated Heritage Statement) Demolition of 
existing building providing 9 units of temporary accommodation for homeless persons 
only. Erection of new building which includes the partial reuse of existing materials to 
provide 11 units of temporary accommodation for homeless persons, families, young 
people entering the care system and those with additional support needs  
 

Reason item is being put before Committee:  
 
The applicant is West Devon Borough Council who are the site owners. 
 
Recommendation: Delegate to Head of Development Management Practice to approve 
conditionally subject to the completion of an acceptable Section 106 legal agreement securing 
the following: 
 
1 – Tamar Valley European Marine Site monetary contribution 



 
Conditions headings: 
 

1. Standard 3 year time limit 
2. Adherence to plans list 
3. Occupancy condition for temporary affordable accommodation to reflect application title.  
4. CEMP condition 
5. Unexpected contaminated land 
6. Surface water condition (to combined sewer at a set flow) 
7. Landscaping including planting, railings and walling 
8. Securing parking 
9. Secure the cycle storage 
10. Parking space to have Electric vehicle charging point (EVCP) 
11. Parking management scheme 
12. EPSL (European Protected Species) licence demonstration 
13. Biodiversity mitigation secured 
14. Avoidance of works during nesting season  
15. Demolish and rebuild condition linking the 2 stages 
16. Slate details 
17. Stonework details 
18. Window details 
19. Eaves details 
20. Gutter details 
21. Historic Building recording works 
22. Obscure glaze bathroom windows 
23. Secure DEV32 construction and scheme 
24. Scheme for a site related employment and skills plan 

 
Key issues for consideration: 
 
The main planning issues relating to this application are those relating to heritage and the 
proposed loss of this building, the potential benefits of the proposed replacement building and 
its use, residential amenity and highways/parking.  
 
Financial Implications (Potential New Homes Bonus for major applications): 
As part of the Spending Review 2020, the Chancellor announced that there will be a further 
round of New Homes Bonus allocations under the current scheme for 2021/22. This year is 
the last year's allocation of New Homes Bonus (which was based on dwellings built out by 
October 2020).  The Government has stated that they will soon be inviting views on how they 
can reform the New Homes Bonus scheme from 2022-23, to ensure it is focused where 
homes are needed most. 
 
 
 
Site Description:  
 
The site is located in the centre of Tavistock Town in an elevated position in the West of the 
town and on a prominent corner position on a steep road frontage.  
 
The site is 670 square metres in size and is within both the Tavistock Conservation Area and 
the Cornwall and West Devon Mining World Heritage Site. Bedford Villas to the north is the 



nearest listed building to the site (27m building to building). The site has residential properties 
to all sides including being terraced to the west.  
 
The building on the site is an undesignated heritage asset and its materials are a natural slate 
roof, stone walls with some areas of slate hanging and timber windows and doors.  
 
The site is currently vacant, but its last use was for 9 units of accommodation for homeless 
persons. Number 1 Spring Hill is self-contained at present and contains 3 x 1- bed flats and 
Number 2 contains 2 x 2-bed flats and 4 x 1-bed flats. Units 1-4 are served by a common 
stairway, whilst Units 5-6 have their own entrances.  
 
The Proposal: 
 
To demolish the existing building and replace it with a new 3-storey building comprising 11 
units of accommodation for homeless persons, families, young people entering the care system 
and those with additional support needs.  
 
The proposal seeks to reuse the stone from the existing building to face the new building. The 
proposed building is stone-faced to the North Elevation with render and slate hanging to the 
rear, aluminium powder coated windows (in anthracite grey) and a slate roof (with some solar 
thermal and PV panels mounted in this) and some slate hung detailing to the front (north). 
Metal guttering and downpipes are proposed in anthracite grey with buff facing bricks for quoins 
and arches and dressed stone lintels, plinth banding and cills.   
 
Consultations: 
 
 County Highways Authority   No objection 
 
 Environmental Health Section   No Environmental Health concerns however 

the standard CEMP condition is recommended in any approval and unexpected 
contaminated land condition 

 
 Town Council     Support 
 
 Natural Environment(Landscape)  No Objection 
 
 Devon County Council Flood risk   No Objection, request a condition 

 
 South West Water     No Objection – Surface water should                             

discharge to the combined sewer at the agreed maximum attenuated rate of one 
litre/second 

 
 Historic England     Do not wish to make comment 

 
 DCC Archaeology    Does not require any conditions, does not 

consider there to be any below ground heritage interest, will leave WHS issues and CA with 
WDBC Heritage Specialist 

 
 World Heritage Site    Raise no objection, comments explored below 

 
 WDBC Conservation Specialist  Raise no objection, comments explored below 



 
 WDBC Housing services/Affordable Housing  Support the application 

 
 Devon and Cornwall Police    Predominantly advice re construction 

stage items, need for a Secured by Design Statement 
 

 DCC Biodiversity     No objections, requests conditions and that 
the LPA undertake the derogation tests (1 and 2) and advice an European Protected 
Species Licence will be required from Natural England. 

 
 WDBC Policy Specialist    no objections 
 
 
Representations: 
 
7 objectors raised the following points: 
 

 The site is within the World Heritage Site and a Conservation area 
 Proposed building is out of character with this part of Tavistock and without design merit  
 Overall design is good but the front entrance canopy and glazing proposed design is not 

sympathetic  
 Proposed building has no conformity or sympathy with the character and appearance of the 

conserved buildings in Tavistock and will cause significant damage to the collective heritage 
 The development needs to address pedestrian safety, the access for pedestrians is not safe in 

and out of the development onto the road 
 The drainage must be improved to address excessive runoff down Spring Hill  
 The development does not provide enough parking provision for the proposed occupants  
 Properties opposite the development will be overlooked  
 The proposed facility should have provision of 24 hour support for its users  
 Potential pollution during demolition and construction 
 The proposed scheme is not flexible with no possibility of expansion  
 The proposed demolition has not been properly justified in accordance with the development 

plan 
 The applicant has ignored the Local Plan and the Conservation Area Management Plan in not 

demonstrating all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the existing use, find new 
uses or mitigate the extent of harm through a marketing report or structural engineers report.  

 Not fully satisfying these policies will set a precedent for other developers, the Council is 
undermining its own Conservation policies 

 The cost of the proposed development is unwarranted expenditure and a very expensive 
option 

 Poor use of taxpayers money to provide just 11 units, alternatives should be explored 
 

  
Relevant Planning History 
 
0738/2000/TAV – Internal alterations to form change of use from 6-bedroomed hostel to 3 
self-contained flats (1 Spring Hill) conditional consent granted 
 
CU/3/50/1426/1988/9671// - Conversion of former nurses hostel into 6 person hostel and 6 
self-contained maisonettes (1-2 Spring Hill) conditional consent granted 
 
The use proposed is the same as that at present on site and although restrictive legal 
covenants are outside the control of the planning system, it is important for context to note 



that the site has a covenant on it restricting its use as follows: ‘not to use or allow to be used 
any buildings erected on the property for any purpose other than as accommodation for 
homeless persons comprising no more than fifteen accommodation units in total’ 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Principle of Development/Sustainability: 
 
The principle of the proposed use is acceptable on this site, it is a residential use, albeit 
bespoke and specific, in a sustainably located town centre location. It meets the 
requirements of Joint Local Plan (JLP) policies DEV8 and DEV9, which seek to meet local 
housing needs in the Thriving Towns and Villages and overall Plan area. Policy DEV 8 
specifically seeks to deliver ‘housing suitable for households with specific needs’ ‘inclusive 
and mixed communities’ and affordable housing.  
 
Policy DEV8 in seeking to deliver a mix of housing types and tenures appropriate to the area, 
says that these should be supported by local housing evidence. The Council’s Housing team 
was consulted on the proposal and responded as follows in support of the scheme: 
 
‘The flats at Springhill have been used for a significant number of years as self-contained, 
temporary accommodation for homeless households with a connection to West Devon. Since 
its closure the Council has relied upon expensive holiday accommodation and bed and 
breakfasts at significant cost to the public purse to fulfil its homeless duties. Often this 
accommodation is out of the Borough or in remote locations where public transport is scarce. 
This displacement of families can be very traumatic for children, who often are placed far 
away from their schools, extended families and support networks, this is in addition to the 
reality of being homeless.  
 
It is unlawful to use bed and breakfast accommodation for families for any longer than 6 
weeks and in an emergency. This provision would enable the Council to discharge its duties 
to homeless households helping them to remain in the locality where they can access their 
healthcare and education needs for themselves and their families. 
  
The Council, through its homeless, housing and corporate strategies has confirmed its 
commitment to homeless households in the Borough. We want to provide good quality, 
warm, affordable to run accommodation in a central location to best serve vulnerable 
members of our communities. By demolition and redesigning our building at Springhill we can 
repurpose to offer accommodation to both single people and families alike whilst offering 
them privacy and security. This is not possible by simply refurbishing what is already there 
and is no longer fit for purpose. The addition of an onsite office, secure outside space and 
separate access for different client groups provides added benefits to the scheme…The 
redevelopment of this provision is an opportunity for the Borough to improve the 
accommodation offer to homeless families and single people tremendously. It will provide 
temporary accommodation that will contribute positively to health and wellbeing and a pride 
in their surroundings.’ 
 
Overall then the principle of this use in this location is supported by policy and thus 
acceptable.  
 
The issue of the principle of demolition and rebuild will be addressed under the Heritage 
section below. 
 



Heritage: 
 
The JLP policies relevant to the heritage aspects of this proposal are Policy DEV21 
‘Development affecting the Historic environment’ and Policy DEV22 “Cornwall and West 
Devon Mining Landscape World Heritage Site”.  
 
These policies apply to several aspects of this application as the heritage issues in this case 
are multi-faceted; the World Heritage Site (“WHS”), the building as a non-designated heritage 
asset in itself, the building as a positive building within the Conservation Area designation, 
and the proposal in relation to the setting of a listed building.  
 
In determining the Application, the Council also has general duties under sections 66(1) and 
72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  These are to pay 
special attention to the desirability of: 

 preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses affected by development (section 66(1)) or  

 preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area affected 
by the development of buildings or other land in that area (section 72(1)). 

 
The courts have held that if harm is found to a listed building or to a conservation area, the 
decision-maker is required to treat that finding as a consideration to which it must give 
"considerable importance and weight" when carrying out the balancing exercise.  It is not 
open to the decision-maker merely to give the harm such weight as he or she thinks fit, in the 
exercise of their planning judgment.  The correct approach to be adopted can also be found 
in the Chapter 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”).  Therefore, if a 
decision-maker works through the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF, he or she will comply 
with their general duties under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990.  The relevant paragraphs are Paragraphs 194-208.  
 
The following are the comments of the Council’s Heritage Specialist, included here in full for 
completeness and as they progress logically through the various assessments and 
requirements, ending with conclusions in relation to the above 4 facets of heritage involved 
here: 
 

‘These comments are offered as Heritage Specialist with regard to the requirement of 
NPPF 195 which says, ‘Local planning authorities should identify and assess the 
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including 
by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available 
evidence and any necessary expertise…’ 
 
1.0 What Heritage Assets need assessment? 
 
The Heritage Assets in Tavistock are multi-layered and can be listed as follows:- 

- Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape World Heritage Site 
- Listed buildings and their setting 
- Tavistock Conservation Area  
- Non-designated heritage assets 
 

1.1[WHS] 
 



[NPPF paragraph 189 identifies WHS inscription as being of ‘the highest significance’ so 
any harm must be given great weight in consideration of planning applications. 
 
1.2 Listed buildings and their setting 
 
There are no listed buildings on site. The listed buildings whose setting is most likely to be 
affected by the proposed development are 1-4 Bedford Villas, which are described in the 
listing as, ‘a pair of semi-detached villas circa 1830 by Foulston or showing Foulston 
influence.’ Due to it being of the ‘highest significance’ the setting of The Church of Our 
Lady and St Mary Magdalene (II*) has been given fullest consideration. The listed 
buildings on Ford St were also assessed.  
 
1.3 Tavistock Conservation Area (CA) 
 
The Conservation Area is a ‘designated heritage asset’, which has 
been designated because of its ‘special architectural or historic interest, the character or 
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance.’ The legislative foundation is 
[Section] 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 that 
states, ‘In the exercise, with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, 
…. special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of that area.’ All local and national policy and guidance derives 
from that deceptively simple overarching aim. 
 
The 2014 Tavistock CA Appraisal and Management Plan (original 2009) are adopted 
documents that are used to inform and influence planning applications and consideration 
of proposals. 
 
1.4 Non-designated heritage assets (NDHA) 
 
The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) on NDHA’s is informative, it says, ‘Non-
designated heritage assets are buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes 
identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree of heritage significance meriting 
consideration in planning decisions but which do not meet the criteria for designated 
heritage assets.  
It continues, ‘There are a number of processes through which non-designated heritage 
assets may be identified, including the local and neighbourhood plan-making processes 
and conservation area appraisals and reviews.’ 
 
On this basis the buildings on the application site have the status of ‘non-designated 
heritage assets’ by virtue of having been identified in the CA Appraisal as ‘positive’ 
buildings. 
 
2.0 Assessment of the effect of the proposed development on the Heritage Assets  
 
The Heritage Statement accompanying the application is essentially a sound document 
produced by respected consultants. I consider it to meet the aims of NPPF 
[paragraph]194. I have no reason to comment on or repeat the assessment methodology 
used by AC Archaeology and present my own views based on detailed assessment of the 
site and the Heritage Assets.  
 
2.1 [WHS] 
 



I have found no evidence that the application buildings or site exhibit ‘Attributes’ that 
contribute to the ‘Outstanding Universal Value’ of the WHS and I have sought the views of 
local experts as well as the WHS team. I note that Historic England (the State Party 
advisor on WHS matters) did not wish to comment. I conclude that there is no harm to the 
OUV of the WHS. 
 
2.2 Listed Building setting 
 
Bedford Villas: Bedford Villas are the nearest listed buildings, but the topography and 
intervening planting mean there is not significant intervisibility. As there is no apparent 
connection in ownership or use the relationship is entirely visual and so the impact must 
be based on the proposed replacement. As the development is very similar in scale, form 
and materials I can see no harm likely to their setting. 
 
The Church of Our Lady and St Mary Magdalene:  Although the rear of the site is visible 
from the entrance of the church it does not form part of the setting within which the church 
is experienced and appreciated. I conclude there is no harm to the setting and note that 
Historic England did not wish to comment. 
 
Other listed buildings including those on Ford St: 
The proposed development will not affect other listed buildings. 
 
2.3 [CA] 
 
2.3.1 Effect of demolition of non-designated heritage assets on the CA 
 
The Conservation Area covers a large area and incorporates hundreds of listed buildings 
and many NDHA’s that are identified as ‘positive’ in the CA Appraisal. The effect of the 
proposed development on the CA as a ‘designated heritage asset’ must be assessed 
broadly.  
 
NPPF para 207 says, ‘Loss of a building …. which makes a positive contribution to the 
significance of the Conservation Area …. should be treated either as substantial harm 
under paragraph 200 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 201, as appropriate, 
taking into account the relative significance of the element affected and its contribution to 
the significance of the Conservation Area …. as a whole.’ 
 
The NPPG is instructive under the heading - How can the possibility of harm to 
conservation areas be assessed? It says, ‘Paragraph 207* of the NPPF is the starting 
point. An unlisted building that makes a positive contribution to a conservation area is 
individually of lesser importance than a listed building. If the building is important or 
integral to the character or appearance of the conservation area then its proposed 
demolition is more likely to amount to substantial harm to the conservation area, engaging 
the tests in paragraph 201* of the NPPF. Loss of a building within a conservation area 
may alternatively amount to less than substantial harm under paragraph 202*. However, 
the justification for a building’s proposed demolition will still need to be proportionate to its 
relative significance and its contribution to the significance of the conservation area as a 
whole. 
 
*Numbering updated to reflect the revised NPPF 2021. Online publication of NPPG has not been updated 
yet. 
 



The buildings proposed for demolition are historic and retention would be preferable as 
quite ordinary buildings commonly add to the overall sense of place. Their architectural 
merit is not great in terms of quality of composition or detailing. I assess their contribution 
to the ‘character and appearance’ of the CA as being mainly from the way in which they 
enclose the streetscene and the fact that they are constructed of locally distinctive 
materials.  
 
Their ‘relative significance’ to the CA as a whole must be compared with many other 
‘positive’ buildings and should not be overstated. On this basis my conclusion when 
applying NPPF [paragraph] 207 is that the proposed demolition should be considered 
‘less than substantial’ in terms of the effect on the designated heritage asset, the 
Conservation Area ‘as a whole’. 
 
The CA Management Plan gives guidance on the treatment of proposals to demolish 
‘positive’ buildings under Management Action 5 (MA5) which says, ‘Applications for the 
demolition of any ‘positive’ building in a conservation area will be assessed in a similar 
way to applications to demolish a listed building, and the applicant will be expected to 
demonstrate why the building is beyond economic repair, and to prove that it has been 
offered on the open market as an alternative to demolition.  
 
This presents a dual test based on building condition and market testing. The application 
is accompanied by an ‘Options Appraisal’ which looks at different development 
approaches based on a range of criteria. It is my understanding that retention and 
extension of the existing was considered a viable option and it is not suggested it is 
‘beyond economic repair. The chosen proposal was made for reasons of assessed 
benefits that are not heritage based. 
 
Members will need to consider the relative weighting of the different factors and evaluate 
public benefit relative to identified harm. This may include for example the weight given to 
future energy savings set against the embodied energy of the existing fabric and the 
limitations of internal re-arrangement of the existing building.  
 
Whilst retention and adaptation will always be the preferred heritage approach, the 
proposal to reuse significant amounts of facing materials will both lessen use of energy 
and primary resources whilst helping any replacement building to better preserve 
character and appearance. 
 
The second part of the MA5 test is complicated by the particular legal issues on the site 
which are not a matter for comment in the heritage assessment but for discussion as part 
of the planning balance. 
 
Even though the significance of the buildings in architectural terms and relative to the 
many gems in Tavistock CA is not great, total loss of an NDHA that makes a positive 
contribution to a CA represents ‘substantial’ harm to that asset even if it is ‘less than 
substantial’ in relation to the CA as a whole. 
 
2.3.2 Effect of the development proposal on the character and appearance of the CA 
 
Assessment of this planning proposal is not simply about demolition of a heritage asset. 
The legislation and our own policies require a judgement to be made with regard to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the CA. This 



demands consideration of the effect of the development on completion compared with the 
present situation. 
 
As Heritage Specialist it is not my role to make detailed comment on design matters. 
What I can say is that the enclosure to Spring Hill offered by the proposal, coupled with 
the reuse of materials and an elevational composition that reflects the existing in many 
ways does effectively preserve the character and appearance of the CA.  
 
3.0 Conclusion 
 
The total loss of non-designated heritage assets that make a positive contribution to the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area is ‘substantial’ harm to the heritage 
assets themselves. 
 
The demolition of the NDHA’s I assess as representing ‘less than substantial harm’ to the 
character and appearance of the CA as a whole. 
 
The contribution that the proposed development will make (subject to robust conditions on 
materials, detailing and landscaping) to the character and appearance of the CA I 
consider to be visually neutral. I base this assessment on the fact that the scale and form, 
level of enclosure and materiality of the proposal is sufficiently similar to the existing to be 
considered equivalent architecturally and to therefore preserve the character and 
appearance of this small part of the CA when considered ‘as a whole’. 
 
As there is harm to heritage assets it is necessary to apply NPPF [paragraphs] 201 – 204 
when assessing the planning balance. Members will need to weigh the harm identified (in 
the Heritage Statement and in my evaluation) against the significance of the heritage 
assets affected and the public benefits that the application offers.’   

 
The World Heritage Site officer has offered the same conclusion in relation to the impact 
upon the WHS, ‘ the development does not appear to impact upon a key attribute that expresses the 
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the WHS’ and has also given comments on the general 
heritage loss and reiterated the need for the LPA to duly consider the loss of the 
Undesignated Heritage Asset within the CA against policy; ‘Given all of the above, the WHS 
Office would therefore request that the LPA considers this development using the application of the 
‘tilted balance’ that favours the conservation of designated and non-designated heritage assets and 
so as to ensure that any loss is fully and robustly justified as per the requirements of JLP Policies 
DEV21 and also to consider the climate benefits of re-use of such buildings as per JLP Policy DEV32.’ 
  
As such then in order to fully assess this proposal against policy, the above conclusions of 
the heritage specialist and the various weights and harm attributed therein, must be weighed 
in the overall planning balance against the public benefits of the proposal in order to reach a 
conclusion as to whether the NPPF and relevant Development Plan policies have been 
satisfied in this instance.  
 
Design 
 
The current design is the result of detailed pre-application discussions with officers. As set 
out in the heritage section above, the current building has many positive attributes in its own 
right and as a building within the designations of the WHS and CA and its own characteristics 
as to why it brings value to these.  



 
In combination the Heritage Statement and work undertaken by the applicant combined with 
the options report and the requirements of the specific end users, have combined to lead to 
the proposal.  
 
As set out by the Heritage Specialist, the physical key attributes of the building at present are 
the scale and form, level of enclosure and materiality – these are in both heritage officer and 
case officer opinion, being retained well. The proposed building has the same level of 
gravitas, scale and form and its frontage, even with the slight setting back, provides a 
comparable level of enclosure to the road, echoing the high-banked land opposite and 
maintaining the enclosure in this location. Setting aside the issue of full demolition v partial 
demolition v retention etc. for a moment as this is explored below, the option arrived at does 
propose full demolition, but it reuses the stone currently on the site to face the building 
frontage and construct boundaries and the slate hanging and roofing currently found on the 
building are to be replicated on the proposal.   
 
This addresses the exterior treatment, however the form has also been driven by the 
functionality of the building and the need for it to have fairly bespoke design suited 
specifically to the proposed occupiers and their needs as well as a desire by the applicant to 
maximise the number of units on site in order to provide such housing for more households in 
need. Inspiration has also been taken from some of the design elements seen in Tavistock 
such as the curved corner section of the proposal which echoes several similar older curved 
corner aspects to large buildings in the CA and town centre such as the 2 banks flanking 
Drake Road going up towards the viaduct.  Quality cills, dentilation and quoins and detailing 
have also been incorporated in appropriate materials and tones. Overall, the requirement for 
certain facilities and maximising unit numbers and the requirement for a larger scale building 
has combined well with the building detailing drawing from existing town buildings and 
provided enclosure to Springhill and has resulted in a building which in terms of its exterior 
materials and form is considered at least to have a neutral impact on the CA and could be 
considered a more cohesive and ‘designed’ building in design terms than that at present and 
satisfies these design elements of DEV20 and DEV10   
 
There are nationally designed space standards for gross internal floor areas for residential 
units. The Supplementary Planning Document (“SPD”) reiterates these and the need to 
comply with them. All of the flats proposed here exceed the space standards, with the 
exception of one unit, number 6, which is within 1m2 of the standard (the standard being 
70m2 and the flat being 69.03m2). It is considered that, given the short-term accommodation 
provision (typically up to 3 months) and the fact that the unit is under by such a small 
proportion, it is acceptable in this scenario.   
 
 
The Options Appraisal: 
 
Since its vacation by Westward Housing in 2019, (who had leased the premises since 1989 
to provide accommodation to homeless households nominated by the Council), a feasibility 
and building condition survey were undertaken, several development options were explored 
and the various advantages and disadvantages identified. These options were; retain and 
restore the existing building; retain and adapt the existing building; retain the existing façade 
with new build behind; total rebuild with salvaged materials; total rebuild with new materials. 
The options appraisal document was submitted with this application in order to show these 
and to give a narrative to the rationale for the final proposal, which is the current ‘total rebuild 
with salvaged materials option’. This rationale and consideration process is also noted to 



have considered the heritage hierarchy and the Council’s recently declared climate change 
emergency. 
 
Each option explored is set out clearly in the options review, including the cost of each option 
in relation to the other options (not as a monetary figure). All the advantages and 
disadvantages are in the document and not each is summarised in full here, but essentially 
this document demonstrates that, whilst other options explored would cause lesser 
alterations and harm to the building in terms or its heritage contribution through retention, this 
would prevent more 2 bed plus units as needed and prevent an increase from the existing 9 
units for example. Similarly, a more drastic adaptation which still retains the building would 
not deliver the carbon aims of DEV32 and would likely result in units below the minimum size 
unless over numbers of units are reduced amongst other disadvantages.  Retention of the 
façade is identified as being a prolonged and complicated process with a longer road closure 
than other options, and whilst it would allow for unit numbers to increase through a rear 
extension, the façade would still pose insulation issues due to the traditional materials and 
construction, the existing floor levels and fenestration would still dictate some of the layout 
which could therefore not be designed for purpose and the cost over all is more than either 
complete rebuild or refurbishment. A total rebuild in new materials overcomes many of the 
disadvantages of the full or part retention schemes but does not capture the embodied 
carbon in the existing materials nor aid in the heritage aspects by reusing the existing stone.  
 
The option arrived at as the applicant preference is the most costly of the 5 explored, 
however it also evidenced as having the most advantages and the least disadvantages 
according to the appraisal. The main advantages cited in the appraisal for this scheme are as 
follows: 
 
- Regular pattern of unit design within new building.  
- Development area not restricted by existing footprint.  
- Client’s minimum accommodation requirement is achievable. 
- Completely new structure with more favourable life cycle costs, lower 
maintenance and repairing liabilities compared to refurbishment and retention of 
the facade. 
- Heat losses reduced with a new structure therefore smaller radiators, lower 
energy demand, reduced carbon emissions compared to refurbishment. 
-Reuse of a proportion of the existing materials provides continuity with the 
original structure and reduces the impact of the introduction of a new 
building into the streetscape 
-Site entrance reconfigured to forward visibility when entering and leaving the 
site. 
-Gives the potential to follow BREEAM requirements and achieve a high ‘Very 
Good’ Score and possibly ‘Excellent’ through reuse of salvaged materials. 
-It is possible to incorporate both PV and solar thermal panels, and a greater 
quantity and output, on to new roof structure specifically designed to support 
these loads 
 
The main disadvantages cited are as follows: 
 
-Likely to be the highest cost option due to additional time, cost and 
workmanship requirements with reusing existing reclaimed stone. 
-The construction programme is anticipated to be between 9-12 months but will 
not entail street closures associated with facade retention and temporary 
supporting structures. 



  
The option chosen by the applicant has great bearing on the Heritage discussion above. The 
policy (DEV21) sets out that ‘Where development proposals lead to harm to the significance 
of a designated heritage asset (in this case the CA) then they must be fully justified against 
whether it has been demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the 
existing use, find new uses or mitigate the extent of harm to the assets significance and if the 
work is the minimum required to secure its long term use.’ In this instance it is not deemed 
necessary that a viability study be submitted to support this proposal as the applicant is not 
claiming that the proposal is the only financially viable option – on the contrary they have set 
out that the proposed option is the most expensive. Similarly, it is not considered that a 
structural report need be submitted, as again, the applicant is not suggesting that the building 
is beyond reasonable repair, or that its re-use is not possible, options 1 and 2 retain the 
building and are cheaper than the proposal chosen.  
 
DEV 21 asks – has it been demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have been made to 
sustain the existing use. Officers consider that this has been satisfied – the building was 
previously operated by a housing association who gave up the lease and the building was 
unfit, it has remained vacant since and is not currently fit for purpose, demonstrated by the 
fact that the Council, who have an obligation regarding housing, are choosing not to place 
those in need in the building. Officers are satisfied that it is evident that in its current condition 
the existing use cannot be sustained.  
 
DEV21 then goes on to ask about all reasonable efforts in finding new uses. In usual 
circumstances a marketing strategy would be required here and efforts to market 
demonstrated, however in this instance the building is not able to be used for any other use 
due to the restrictive covenant upon it so a marketing strategy is not required to satisfy this 
aspect of the policy as the covenant does so.   
 
The final part of this section of DEV21 requires that it is demonstrated that it mitigates the 
extent of harm to the assets significance and if the work is the minimum required to secure 
long term use.  The design rationale and options appraisal set out how the heritage impact is 
being mitigated as far as possible within this option via the analysis of what is important to 
the CA about the current building and then replicating that scale, form, enclosure and 
materiality through the reclamation and reuse of materials and the design arrived at. This 
reuse option is more expensive yet to aid in the heritage balance this has been proposed.  
The options appraisal also raises concerns about the other options and how long term these 
may be in terms of the inability to properly retrofit to BREEAM standards, how fit for purpose 
the units would be for residents, and how cost effective long term heating and maintenance 
would be (particularly given the public purse would be paying). As such then there are other 
options with less heritage impact, however a case has been made as to why this option 
secures long term use and how it incorporates mitigation.  
 
The above evidence and consideration will be weighed in the planning balance at the end of 
this analysis.  
 
It is important to address here that one objection suggests that should officers not request a 
marketing strategy and/or structural report then such an approach would somehow set a 
precedent for developers to flout these requirements. However, this application and proposal 
are exceptional, as above the proposal does not suggest the building is beyond economic 
repair, as is usually the case made. Similarly, it is not maintaining that the proposal is the 
most and only viable one, in fact it is the most expensive. As such, the need for these to be 
demonstrated falls away, and a marketing exercise is purposeless on a building that can 



legally be used for no other use that that which it is at present and which is applied for. This 
view from officers then, sets no such precedent for other standard market or mixed 30%-70% 
occupancy residential schemes - this proposal and situation is almost unique within the Plan 
area as is the end use proposed.  
 
Another aspect of design to be considered is requirement to deliver low carbon development. 
Despite its many guises, uses ad adaptations historically, the options appraisal considers the 
climate emergency and the carbon footprint of the building within the advantages and 
disadvantages of each option. A statement and documentation covering DEV32 have also 
been included to support the proposal. The JLP policy team have commented that ‘Of 
particular interest is the Part L compliance document, which provides sufficient information to 
demonstrate that the proposal exceeds the requirements of policy DEV32, in that the 
proposal will, at the point of occupation, deliver a circa 30% carbon reduction saving beyond 
what is required by building regulations.  In addition, the future proofing of the heating system 
will enable easy retrofit when the grid capacity allows to establish a 40% carbon reduction 
beyond a building regulations baseline.’  
 
The new build structure and roof of option 4 (the proposal) allows for a large amount of solar 
thermal and PV to be placed on it and for the construction and insulation to exceed that 
which could be retrofitted. As mentioned above the reuse of the material from the current 
building also allows for the embodied carbon to be considered here.  
 
As such then DEV32 is considered to have been addressed and exceeded and the strategy 
would be secured via condition.  
 
Amenity: 
 
During the construction period, a Construction Management Pan (included via condition) will 
ensure that the impact on neighbour amenity of the demolition and construction is not undue 
and is controlled. This will include deliveries, working hours etc. 
 
There has been an objection raised regarding overlooking, specifically from the upper floor 
windows towards the north and Bedford Villas. It is evident however that the proposed 
second floor windows are only negligibly higher than the existing first floor windows and 
certainly lower than the existing roof lights. There is a road separating Springhill from Bedford 
Villas with Springhill set much lower and predominantly facing a bank on the Northern side 
with planting atop it including much of it evergreen and within the control of Bedford Villas. As 
such then given the existing fenestration present already, the physical separation and the 
planting and screening, it is not considered that there would be any significant increase in 
overlooking from any which exists at present which is considered to be minimal and 
reasonable given the town centre location.   
 
There is also the introduction of south-east facing windows into the rear projection proposed, 
beyond the scope of the existing first floor windows which predominantly face just south west 
on the rear at present. As with the front elevation the windows proposed differ little in height 
from those already present, it is the orientation which alters in this instance. The new upper 
floor windows which now face southeast, serve living areas (3 windows proposed on each floor, 
a bedroom, a living area and a kitchen/diner). They face immediately over the outside space 
to the application itself and then its access beyond and the adjacent property. Further, 
approximately 20m away are the gardens to several adjacent properties. This distance and 
separation though is considered to render the introduction of these windows acceptable in 
overlooking terms as the separation combined with existing boundaries and the levels 



difference between the application site and the adjacent sites to the SE mean that the windows’ 
view is over and beyond the garden rather than directly down onto them, and similarly with the 
adjacent bungalow and its windows - these are not unduly intruded upon.         
 
Overall then regarding overlooking and privacy, it is not considered that the introduction of 
the proposed building or its revised for at its rear creates any undue levels of overlooking r 
privacy loss nor does it significantly exacerbate any levels of overlooking already present, in 
particular to the North.  
 
A neighbour raised the issue that there is no managers flat included within this proposal, this 
specific issue was put to the Head of Housing who responded to this concern as follows:  
‘I have had sight of an objection on the grounds that there are currently no plans to provide a 
resident manager at the provision on an ongoing basis. Prior to closing there was also no 
resident manager, and indeed there hadn’t been one for at least the last 16 years. An onsite 
office is included in the drawings, which we are hoping will be utilised not only by the Council 
in its housing management function, but also will be available to other agencies who may be 
needed from time to time to support the individual needs of different clients. It is important to 
note that whilst some tenants may require support, many people who find themselves in a 
homeless situation do so through no fault of their own and have been sustaining tenancies 
for significant periods of time prior to this. If the Council finds that the landscape of people 
needing temporary accommodation changes dramatically and the need for 24 hour onsite 
services are required at some point in the future, the Council may wish to repurpose one of 
the existing flats to make management accommodation. It is strongly felt at this time that 
there is no such requirement.’  
 
It is considered that the level of proposed occupier amenity is acceptable and provides a 
small but useable and secure outside space, it is acknowledged that this space is not as 
required were the units for permanent accommodation under the SPD and garden 
requirements, however this is town centre temporary accommodation with occupancy 
secured both via condition and the covenant, and access to amenity areas such as the 
Viaduct walking route and Meadowlands. As such then, due to the unique nature of this 
accommodation and its use as transient accommodation, the amenity space is considered 
acceptable and well designed for its purpose and intended users.  As set out above all bar 
one flat meet the NDSS standards and the remaining unit is on .97 or a m2 under, which is 
considered acceptable given the temporary nature of the accommodation.  
 
Overall then both in terms of the amenity of future residents and the amenity of the existing 
properties and residents this proposal is considered to accord with the Policy DEV 1 and the 
guidance of the SPD  
 
 
Landscape: 
 
There is little scope on this site for extensive landscaping, the most visible and numerous 
areas are the hard landscaping and boundary elements. These are important now only 
because they can add visual quality to the scheme and improve the amenity area but also as 
the site is visible within the CA and WHS and as such these boundaries and the hard 
surfaced areas should be of high quality whilst also performing their function. There are some 
areas of planting identified and these will add to the aesthetic of the site but their main 
function will be to add amenity value for future persons residing in the units and it is important 
they have access to /views of/ experience to some level of green infrastructure even if it is 
simply planted containers and the band of trees to the rear as this is important for wellbeing. 



As such then the boundaries and landscaping shown is acceptable and appropriate, with the 
detail of the exact materials and planting schedules being secured via a recommended 
condition. As such this is considered to accord with DEV23 and also DEV20 and DEV21 
insofar as they refer to Landscape elements.     
 
Highways/Access: 
 
This application has been the subject of pre-application discussions, correspondence and 
meetings with Devon County Council Highways and there are no objections from a highway 
safety point of view to the proposals. Demolition and construction, however, due to the 
proximity of the carriageway and the topography of the site will require very careful 
consideration and there may need to be partial or complete road closure.  
 
It is recommended by Devon County Council as Highway Authority that an informative note is 
included for the attention of the applicant and the contractors will need to liaise closely with 
the contractors during the demolition and construction period. However, there is no objection 
from DCC Highways and it is not considered reasonable or necessary by officers that this 
proposal should create a pavement along the entirety of the Spring Hill frontages. 
 
Officers too consider that the proposal is acceptable in highway safety terms. The building at 
present is on the road frontage with no pedestrian access to the front doors other than to 
walk on and off the carriageway along the front of the property. There is pavement opposite, 
but none on the south. The proposal seeks to address this by relocating the new structure 
slightly further back into the site with railings onto the carriageway so that there is access for 
pedestrians along the front of the property within the site, rather than on the carriageway 
should they be walking from the rear of the site round to the front etc. This makes this access 
safer and also coincidentally allows for some level of frontage planting and improves the 
amenity for occupiers by moving windows away from the carriageway edge.  
 
There are currently 5 parking spaces on site, the proposal is to reduce this to 1 large 
demarcated space (although there is space for 2 vehicles here side-by-side). Objections 
have been raised regarding the element of the proposal. Were these to be standard open 
market flats, or even standard Affordable Housing units then it is likely officers would wish to 
see this proposed parking amount raised, even in a sustainably located site such as this, 
however given the very unique and specific occupancy of these units and their residents, it is 
likely that car ownership would be lower than usually expected in either of these other 
scenarios. The requirement is more akin to hostel use than full C3 residential use.  Similarly 
due to the temporary nature of the occupancies by any one household, should a car be 
owned and have to be parked on street or in a long stay car park a little further away than is 
usually considered convenient, then this is a temporary situation and is considered 
acceptable by officers, and equally likely to be considered acceptable by future residents. 
Anyone visiting similarly whether friends and family or Council officers/partner organisations 
can park/take the bus within the town and walk to the site. In order to ensure that car 
ownership over that expected is catered for, a car parking management scheme is 
conditioned.  The applicant also controls car parking elsewhere in the town and could 
consider allowing residents to park vehicles elsewhere in the locality for these short 
tenancies with a permit. 
 
The space identified will be expected to have an EVCP, (secured by condition) and the 
bicycle parking (internal and external shown on plan) will also be secured to be provided by 
condition. There is adequate turning space on site for vehicles to enter and leave in forward 
gear. 



 
In summary then, it is considered that in highway safety terms this proposal is acceptable, it 
provides betterment for pedestrians and occupiers by providing access off the carriageway to 
the front of the building, a CEMP will ensure highways issues are adequately addressed 
during demolition and construction. With regards to parking given the very specific nature of 
the proposal and its occupiers, combined with the town centre location, in this instance the 
level of parking provision is considered acceptable.  
 
Biodiversity: 
 
The Council has recently declared a biodiversity emergency, also the NPPF, Environment 
Act 2021 and JLP Policy DEV26 all promote and secure the protection, conservation and 
enhancement and restoration of biodiversity.  
 
The biodiversity and ecology work undertaken and supporting this proposal have been duly 
assessed. The results of the works, which included surveys and emergence surveys 
identified that the building has a low level present of pipistrelles (peak of 2 common pipistrelle 
individuals and 1 soprano pipistrelle) and some bird use.  
 
As a result of the proposal including full demolition, the roost would be lost, as such the 
Council as the local planning authority and the competent authority must consider the 
proposal against the three derogation tests; 
 
1)The consented operation must be for ‘preserving public health or public safety or other 
imperative reasons for overriding public interest including those of a social or economic 
nature and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment’;   
 
The current building is not fit for purpose and cannot be used for any other purpose due to 
the restrictive covenant upon it. The use and continued proposed use is one of an extremely 
beneficial social nature, that being housing of homeless households, such a use is in demand 
and need in the Borough and it is therefore considered that the loss of the roost is justified in 
this instance by the over-riding public interest of the building being brought back into use for 
this purpose. 
 
 
2) There must be ‘no satisfactory alternative’;  
 
The options appraisal explores the alternatives, but none are considered ‘satisfactory’ as they 
either deliver a poorer standard of units, less fit for purpose, or continue to only deliver 9 
rather than the proposed 11. Even those which retain the building would be likely to disturb or 
destroy the roost through the conversion and insulation required to bring the building back 
onto use, so there is no guarantee these alternatives would avoid the harm in any case.  
 
And 
 
3) The action authorised ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the 
species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range’.   
 
The Council’s appointed ecologist has confirmed that there will be no significant detrimental 
population impact upon the bats and that the detailed mitigation measures included in the 
report submitted with the application satisfy this third test (this includes swift nesting boxes 
bat access tiles and access and crevice roost opportunities within the new construction 



design) and that, if the Council as the local planning authority considered the first 2 tests are 
met (which it does) then it is reasonable to conclude that Natural England would grant an 
European Protected Species licence and as such the ecologists recommended conditions 
should be applied as set out at the beginning of this report and in full below.  
 
 
The site falls within the Zone of Influence for new residents have a recreational impact on the 
Tamar European Marine Site (comprising the Plymouth Sound and Estuaries SAC and 
Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA). This Zone of Influence has recently been updated as part of 
the evidence base gathering and Duty to Cooperate relating to the Joint Local Plan. A 
scheme to secure mitigation of the additional recreational pressures upon the Tamar 
European Marine Site can be appropriately secured by Section 106 legal agreement, and this 
approach has been agreed by Natural England.  As the Council cannot enter into a legal 
agreement with itself, the suggestion is that the agreement is entered into with Devon County 
Council, who as a local planning authority for the purposes of the 1990 Act, has the legal 
capacity and enforcement powers to do so.  Devon County Council has been approached 
and has indicated that it would be willing to enter into the Section 106 Agreement. 
 
In addition, the Act and DEV26 seek net gains in biodiversity from major developments, of 
which this is one. Net gain of over 10% has been demonstrated to have been achieved with 
this proposal within a biodiversity impact assessment which supported the application 
submission. This has been achieved by replacing the loss of the currently low biodiversity 
value small ornamental amenity garden with modified grassland containing floristically 
diverse species and ground level planters.  
 
Overall then the proposal is considered to meet the requirements of DEV26, officers consider 
it passes the derogation tests, and protects the Special Protection Area and achieves the 
required net gain all of which is secured by condition or Section 106 agreement.  
 
Other Matters: 
 
South West Water and Devon County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority have no 
objections to the proposal in terms of foul or surface water drainage subject to a condition re 
flow rates as such policy DEV35 is satisfied.  
 
Environmental Health specialists raised no objection but requested a Construction 
Environment Management Plan (CEMP) and the unexpected contamination condition in case 
anything is discovered on site or during demolition thus satisfying DEV1 and DEV2 in this 
regard.  
 
Open Space Sport and Recreation Officers confirmed at pre-application stage that 
contributions are only sought on net gains over 5 units and as such on a gain of 2 as here 
none would be sought. Similarly, DCC confirmed at this stage that they would not request an 
education contribution for a net gain of 2 units and would not seek contributions for one 
bedroom units. As such then no contributions for either of these is required by policy in this 
instance as the policy remains as it was at this time.  
 
Conclusion: 
 
 
There is a requirement incumbent upon Local Planning Authorities to determine planning 
applications in accordance with section 38 (6) of the Act unless material considerations 



indicate otherwise. The use proposed is acceptable in principle on this site given its 
sustainable location, the proposal’s contribution to diversifying the accommodation offered in 
the Borough and the need present for this specific occupancy type.  
 
However, total demolition of the building on site at present would cause harm through the 
loss of the building identified as a non-designated heritage asset by virtue of it being 
identified as being a positive asset within the designated asset of the Tavistock CA Officers 
do not consider that the proposed demolition and new build will have a negative impact on 
the Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage Site nor a detrimental effect upon the 
setting of any listed buildings. There is also the loss of a bat roost and bats are a European 
Protected species afforded the highest level of protection.. 
 
NPPF paragraph 199 states that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation 
(and the more important the asset the greater the weight should be), considerable 
importance and weight within the planning balance should be attributed to any harm identified 
or loss required and in order for a development to be acceptable there must be clear and 
convincing justification for any such harm.  
 
.   
 
Officers consider the harm to the Conservation Area is less than substantial when the 
development is taken as a whole – comprising both the demolition and the proposed new 
build and completion. This is because the positive contribution that the existing building 
makes to the Conservation Area, is considered to be its enclosure of the road, its scale and 
its materiality. Were these not achieved through the rebuild then the harm to the designated 
asset (the CA) would be substantial. However, as thse attributes are being replicated through 
the new-build design, officers consider that any harm is less than substantial and that the 
impact on the Conservation Area will be neutral at worst, thus preserving the appearance and 
significance of the CA (in accordance with paragraphs 207 and 202 of the NPPF).  
 
Members must also give great weight to the retention of the building in its own right, as a 
non-designated heritage asset, as well as as a positive building within a designation (the CA). 
The loss of such a building can only be considered acceptable through clear and convincing 
justification of the substantial harm to the asset itself through its total loss (Policy DEV21 and 
NPPF paragraph 202).  
 
This proposal is the result of the exploration of several options.  However the  alternative 
options have not been considered satisfactory for various reasons as set out in the 
Applicant’s submission..  
 
The benefits of the proposal include an improved paved access arrangement to the front of 
the building arising from the slight set back of the new build, the scheme achiever in excess 
of 10% net gain for biodiversity and exceeds the requirements of DEV32 in terms of its 
carbon footprint and green credentials going forward. However, the most significant benefit in 
terms of the 3 aspects to sustainable development is that of the social benefit here of 
providing 11 (an increase of 2 units over the existing capacity of the building) bespoke units 
built for this specific purpose of the correct size, bed numbers, mix, security and access 
arrangements for the future residents who are in need of this accommodation.  
 
 
 In light of the above, officers consider that adequate justification and narrative has been 
provided as part of this proposal to justify the harm and loss as it is outweighed by the public 



benefits in this case. It has also been demonstrated that the proposal has sought to mitigate 
against these losses as far as possible; detailed recording of the historic building; opting for a 
more costly project in order to reuse materials and thus maintain the attributes of the building 
which add value to the CA.;  
 
Similarly, with regard to the loss of the bat roost, Policy DEV26 envisages that the loss can 
be outweighed by the benefits of the development.  It is considered that the incorporation of 
elements which provide future habitat and biodiversity net gain to the end development 
together with the public benefits outlined above, clearly outweigh the harm caused by the 
loss of the bat roost.. 
 
Overall then it is considered that this proposal does satisfy the policies and tests therein, of 
the JLP and as such is supported by officers.  
      
This application has been considered in accordance with Section 38 of the Planning & 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and, with Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
 
Planning Policy 
 
Relevant policy framework 
Section 70 of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act requires that regard be had to the 
development plan, any local finance and any other material considerations. Section 38(6) of 
the 2004 Planning and Compensation Act requires that applications are to be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  For the purposes of decision making, as of March 26th 2019, the Plymouth & 
South West Devon Joint Local Plan 2014 - 2034 is now part of the development plan for 
Plymouth City Council, South Hams District Council and West Devon Borough Council (other 
than parts of South Hams and West Devon within Dartmoor National Park). 
 
“On 26 March 2019 of the Plymouth & South West Devon Joint Local Plan was adopted by all 
three of the component authorities. Following adoption, the three authorities jointly notified 
the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) of their choice to 
monitor the Housing Requirement at the whole plan level. This is for the purposes of the 
Housing Delivery Test (HDT) and the 5 Year Housing Land Supply assessment.  A letter from 
MHCLG to the Authorities was received on 13 May 2019 confirming the change. On 13th 
January 2021 MHCLG published the HDT 2020 measurement.  This confirmed the Plymouth. 
South Hams and West Devon’s joint HDT measurement as 144% and the consequences are 
“None”. 
 
Therefore a 5% buffer is applied for the purposes of calculating a 5 year land supply at a 
whole plan level. When applying the 5% buffer, the combined authorities can demonstrate a 
5-year land supply of 5.8 years at end March 2021 (the 2021 Monitoring Point). This is set 
out in the Plymouth, South Hams & West Devon Local Planning Authorities’ Housing Position 
Statement 2021 (published 12th November 2021).” 
 
The relevant development plan policies are set out below: 
 
The Plymouth & South West Devon Joint Local Plan was adopted by South Hams 
District Council on March 21st 2019 and West Devon Borough Council on March 26th 
2019. 
 



SPT1 Delivering sustainable development 
SPT2 Sustainable linked neighbourhoods and sustainable rural communities 
SPT3 Provision for new homes 
SPT11 Strategic approach to the Historic environment 
SPT12 Strategic approach to the natural environment 
SPT14 European Protected Sites – mitigation of recreational impacts from development 
TTV1 Prioritising growth through a hierarchy of sustainable settlements 
TTV2 Delivering sustainable development in the Thriving Towns and Villages Policy Area 
DEV1 Protecting health and amenity 
DEV2 Air, water, soil, noise, land and light 
DEV8 Meeting local housing need in the Thriving Towns and Villages Policy Area 
DEV9 Meeting local housing need in the Plan Area 
DEV10 Delivering high quality housing 
DEV19 Provisions for local employment and skills 
DEV20 Place shaping and the quality of the built environment 
DEV21 Development affecting the historic environment 
DEV22 Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape World Heritage Site 
DEV23 Landscape character 
DEV26 Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and geological conservation 
DEV29 Specific provisions relating to transport 
DEV31 Waste management 
DEV32 Delivering low carbon development 
DEV35 Managing flood risk and Water Quality Impacts  
DEL1 Approach to development delivery and viability, planning obligations and the 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
 
Tavistock Neighbourhood Plan is in its early stages so carries very little weight 
Other material considerations include the policies of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) and guidance in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). Additionally, the following 
planning documents are also material considerations in the determination of the application: 
Adopted Supplementary Planning Document to the JLP. 
 
Considerations under Human Rights Act 1998 and Equalities Act 2010 
The provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 and Equalities Act 2010 have been taken into 
account in reaching the recommendation contained in this report. 
 
 
 
 
Conditions in full: 
 
 
1.Standard 3 year time limit 

 
2.Adherence to plans list 

 
3.The residential units hereby approved shall be used for temporary  accommodation for 
homeless persons, families, young people entering or leaving the care system and those 
with additional support needs only and not for any other form of residential 
accommodation or any other use.  

 
Reason: In the interests of occupier amenity, parking provision, biodiversity and heritage 



 
4.  
1. Prior to commencement of any part of the site the Planning Authority shall have received 
and approved a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) 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 if required 
(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 interests of residential amenity, the functioning of the highway network and the 
environment 
 
5. If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the 
site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted, and obtained written 
approval from the Local Planning Authority for, an  investigation and risk assessment and, 
where necessary, a remediation strategy and verification plan detailing how this unsuspected 
contamination shall be dealt with. 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation strategy and 
verification plan and prior to occupation of any part of the permitted development, a 
verification report demonstrating completion of the works set out in 
the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall be 
submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning authority. 
 
Reason: No site investigation can completely characterise a site. This condition is required to 
ensure that any unexpected contamination that is uncovered during remediation or other site 
works is dealt with appropriately. 
 
 
6. No development hereby permitted shall commence until the following information has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority: 



(a) A detailed drainage design based upon the approved Flood Risk Assessment and 
drainage strategy 
 (b) Detailed proposals for the management of surface water and silt runoff from the site 
during construction of the development hereby permitted. 
(c) Proposals for the adoption and maintenance of the permanent surface water 
drainage system. 
(d) A plan indicating how exceedance flows will be safely managed at the site. 
(e) A detailed assessment of the condition and capacity of any existing surface water 
drainage system that will be affected by the proposals. The assessment should identify and 
commit to, any repair and/or improvement works to secure the proper function of the surface 
water drainage receptor. 
(f) Evidence there is agreement in principle from SWW to connect into their system 
No building hereby permitted shall be occupied until the works have been approved and 
implemented in accordance with the details under (a) - (f) above. 
 
Reason: The above conditions are required to ensure the proposed surface water 
drainage system will operate effectively and will not cause an increase in flood risk 
either on the site, adjacent land or downstream in line with SuDS for Devon Guidance (2017) 
and national policies, including NPPF and PPG. The conditions should be pre-
commencement since it is essential that the proposed surface water drainage system is 
shown to be feasible before works begin to avoid redesign / unnecessary delays during 
construction when site layout is fixed. 

 
7. No development shall take place until a detailed Landscaping Scheme has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Scheme shall include: 
existing site features; proposed new landscape features to include details of levels, layout, 
plant species, size of stock and densities; maintenance plan 
All elements of the landscaping plan shall be implemented and maintained in accordance 
with the approved details unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
All work shall be completed: i) prior to the occupation of the  development for its permitted 
use; or ii) before the end of the current first available planting season following practical 
 completion of the development hereby permitted; or iii) in accordance with a timetable 
agreed in writing by the local planning authority; unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 
 
Any trees or plants that, within five years after planting, are removed, die or become seriously 
damaged or defective shall be replaced with other species, size and number as originally 
approved, unless consent is given to any variation. The landscaping plan shall be strictly 
adhered to during the course of the development.   
 
Reason:  In the interests of amenity and the character of the area and Conservation Area 

 
8. The Parking Space identified on the approved site plan shall be set out and made available 
for use prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved and shall be available for 
use in association with the development at all times thereafter. 
 
Reason: In the interests of amenity and the functioning of the highway network.   
 
9. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, an electric vehicle charging 
point shall be installed and retained thereafter, in line with a specification which shall first have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Reason: In the interests of carbon reduction and the environment 



 
10. All cycle storage identified on the approved plans shall be set out and made available for 
use prior to first occupation of the development hereby approved and shall be available for use 
in association with the development at all times thereafter. 
 
Reason: In the interests of the environment and the functioning of the highway network.   
 
11. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, a parking management 
scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and the 
development operated in accordance with this scheme unless otherwise agreed in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.   
 
Reason: In the interests of amenity, the environment and the functioning of the highway 
network 
 
12. No demolition works shall commence until the LPA has been provided with a copy of the 
licence for Bats issued by Natural England pursuant to Regulation 55 of The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) authorising the works to go ahead, or 
confirmation in writing from Natural England that such a licence is not required.  
 
Reason: in the interests of the protection of biodiversity  
 
13. The Development hereby permitted shall be implemented strictly in accordance with the 
recommendations and requirements stated within the Ecological Assessment (First Ecology, 
December 2020) to any variation required by Natural England under any license it may issue. 
This planning condition shall be discharged when the consultant ecologist confirms in writing 
to the Authority that the recommendations have been implemented.  
 
Reason: in the interests of the protection of biodiversity  
 
14. No works or vegetation clearance shall take place during the bird nesting season (01 March 
to 31 August, inclusive) unless the developer has been advised by a suitably qualified ecologist 
that the clearance will not disturb nesting birds and a record of this kept.  
 
Reason: In the interests of the protection of biodiversity  
 
15. Prior to first occupation of any individual unit, the windows serving any bathroom or 
cloakroom to that unit shall be obscurely glazed and retained as such thereafter 
 
Reason: In the interests of privacy and residential amenity 

 
16. The roofs and slate hung walls of the development hereby approved shall be clad using 
natural slates, a sample of which shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority prior the commencement of roofing works. The slates shall be fixed 
using nails not clips. 
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and to preserve the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area.  
 
17. Prior to the construction or installation of stonework facing a detailed specification shall 
be provided and a sample panel shall be prepared on site for inspection and approval by the 



Local Planning Authority. All external stonework shall be constructed to match the approved 
panel.   
 
Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and to preserve the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area. 
 
18. Notwithstanding the details submitted, prior to their installation details of all windows, 
doorways and sills including cross-sectional drawings at a minimum scale of 1:10 where 
necessary, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
development shall be carried out in accordance with these details and retained as agreed.   
 
Reason: To ensure that the development will preserve and enhance the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
19. No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the implementation of a 
programme of historic building recording works in accordance with a written scheme of 
investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved by the Planning 
Authority. The development shall be carried out at all times in strict accordance with the 
approved scheme, or such other details as may be subsequently agreed in writing by the 
Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure that an appropriate record is made of the heritage assets affected by the 
development. 
 
20. Prior to their installation details of the eaves, verges, hips and ridges, with cross sections 
at 1:10 scale where appropriate, shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the local 
planning authority. The items shall be installed in accordance with the agreed details.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the development will preserve and enhance the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
21. All rainwater goods shall be of cast metal type with gutters either half round or ogee in 
section unless otherwise agreed with the local planning authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development will preserve and enhance the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
22. No works of demolition shall take place until the contract for the new development and 
build has been fully agreed by, and evidence provided in writing to, the local planning 
authority. The date for the commencement of construction works shall also be confirmed in 
writing to the local planning authority and the development carried out in accordance with 
these details as approved.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the processes of demolition and re-development are undertaken in a 
single continuous project so that the character and appearance of the conservation area is 
preserved NPPF para 204). 
 
23. Prior to the commencement of any demolition works full details of the following shall be 
submitted to and agreed in writing by the local planning authority: 
a) The methodology for careful dismantling of stonework for reuse. 
b) The location of materials storage and sorting/working for reuse. 



c) Details of the stonework to be reused, where within the development different 
components will be incorporated and how stonework will be laid. 
 

Reason: To ensure maximum reuse of materials and protect the character and appearance 
of the conservation area. 
 
24.Prior to the Commencement of the development hereby approved, a scheme for a site 
related employment and skills plan to support local employment and skills in the construction 
industry shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA and then development carried 
out in accordance with that approved scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority 
 
Reason: in the interest of the local economy and community 
 
25.The Development hereby approved shall be carried out and completed fully in accordance 
with the Spring Hill Energy Report and Part L Compliance assessment unless otherwise agreed 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
 
Reason: In the interests of carbon reduction and the environment  
 
 
Informative: 
The permission hereby granted shall not be construed as authority to carry out works on the 
highway. The applicant is advised that a licence or other appropriate consents must be 
obtained from the Highway Authority before any works are carried out on any footway, footpath, 
carriageway, verge or other land forming part of the highway. 
 
 
 


