
 

Note to the Inspector re Seaglass appeal – ref APP/P1133/W/15/3139615 

 

I am writing on behalf of the Holcombe Residents Association which has around 330 

members in the village.  We strongly object to the removal of this condition and urge 

the Inspector to reject the appeal. 

 

We would encourage the Inspector to visit the development and see how dangerous 

this stretch of road is, in particular the junction of Holcombe Drive and the A379.  

The visibility splay at Holcombe Drive is extremely poor and cars have to edge out of 

this road into on coming traffic in order to see vehicles especially from the Dawlish 

direction.  The South West Coastal Path also crosses the road at this junction, making 

it dangerous for both vehicles and pedestrians alike.  It is not surprising that Devon 

County Council Highways state that “If no changes are made to the junction, it can be 

expected that the number of collisions recorded here will continue to contribute to the 

overall performance of the route.” – see its memo of 27 July 2015 (sixth paragraph) 

and for more details of accidents at this junction. 

 

It should also be noted that a Planning Inspector in March 2009, when considering an 

application to increase the size of a neighbouring nursing home (Holcombe Hall), 

stated that a scheme of improvement would be required at this junction, in the 

interests of highway safety, due to the intensification of use – Ref 

APP/P1133/A/08/2087206 

 

Our objection to the removal of this condition is on the following grounds: 

 

1. The developer has already entered into a legally binding agreement with the 

Planning Authority to improve this junction.  The development is now built 

and is clearly economic – the application is purely to increase the developer’s 

profits ahead of public safety.  The developer should adhere to its legal 

commitment, which was only signed last October, as the need for road 

improvement is necessary and has not reduced. 

 

2. In early 2014, DCC insisted on this condition after looking at data in the 

TRICS database – see its memo of 21 March 2014.  This was accepted by the 

developer at the time.  From discussions with DCC, it appears that it did not 

document its findings then and the relevant officer has now moved on.  

However, nothing has changed in the meantime and it is difficult to 

understand why a subsequent DCC Highways Officer has now reached a 

different view.  We believe this demonstrates that the TRICS database can be 

analysed in various ways to come to different conclusions.  

 

3. The latest data put forward by the applicant is deeply flawed.  The vehicle 

movements generated by the old 29 bed nursing home – which was 

demolished over 10 years ago – have been overstated.  Residents living by the 

site are astonished that a total of 71 trips a day are now being attributed to a 

residential nursing home that generated a few visitors, delivery vans and 

doctors, especially as most staff arrived by public transport.  Furthermore, the 

assumption is that the nursing home was fully occupied all of the time when 

clearly this was not the case (indeed this may have contributed to the nursing 



home’s demise).  In short, it is not possible to use the TRICS database to 

recreate vehicle movements for a home that was demolished 10 years ago.  

The comparison with the new development, where we suspect that most of the 

12 apartments will have two cars each, is also problematic. And during this 

time, it is also fair to say that the main road itself has become busier and more 

dangerous.  There will be an intensification of use at this junction due to the 

development. 

 

4. Even accepting the data submitted by the applicant, there is no dispute that 

peak hour movements at this junction will increase by 33% as a result of the 

development, from 9 movements a day to 12.  The table is reproduced at 

paragraph 3.2 in the grounds for appeal.  Given that accidents are more likely 

to happen at peak hours, this junction must be made safer due to the 

incremental traffic that this development will generate.  We agree with the 

Planning Inspector’s comments in 2009.  

 

5. We note that in the grounds of appeal paragraph 4.4, the applicant now states 

that “if there was some unseen error in the agreed TRICS data” then the 

highway works shown in the drawings is out of proportion to the development.  

This point was not raised in its original application to remove the condition. 

We find this rather odd given that it was the applicant who asked the Planning 

Authority to insert this specific plan of highway works as a condition – see its 

letter of 8
th

 May 2014.  At that time, the developer must have considered the 

economics.  In crude terms, the developer will get around £1.2 million extra 

from building 12 units rather than 8 (4 units each selling at around £300k).  On 

the cost side, the road improvements are estimated at £150k (developer’s letter 

of 29
th

 May 2014 refers) and it will have incurred additional building costs for 

the 4 additional units.  However, it is clear from these figures that the 

developer will make significant additional profits from building 12 units 

(instead of the originally agreed 8 units), hence why it went ahead with the 

proposal and agreed to the specific road improvement works.  

 

In summary, we believe the applicant has not demonstrated that it should be released 

from its legal obligation as the need for road improvement is clear on safety grounds 

and the various grounds of its appeal do not stack up.  We believe the application to 

remove the condition is to increase the developer’s profits at the cost of public safety 

and nothing has changed since the original condition was required by both the 

Highways Department and the Planning Authority, which was also accepted by the 

developer.  

 

In considering this application, we understand that the Inspector will also take account 

of Planning Practice Guidance (Reference ID: 23b-011-20140306) issued by the 

Department for Communities and Local Government.  In this document, we note that 

appeals against the refusal to remove s106 agreements are normally only considered if 

the agreement was signed over 5 years ago.  As noted earlier, the applicant’s section 

106 agreement was only signed in October 2014. 

 

Thank you. 


