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1

Introduction

1.1.1

The Council is required to carry out Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic
Environmental Assessment on the Teignbridge Local Plan as part of its
preparation. These are effectively carried out together, although they arise
from different legal requirements, the former being a requirement of the
Planning Act, the latter arising from a European Directive and associated
Regulation. We refer to that assessment jointly as the SA/SEA.

1.1.2

The Council prepared an environmental report for the SA/SEA of the
Teignbridge Local Plan 2013 (the Local Plan) in October 2012, which was
provided as part of the pre-submission consultation of the Local Plan. We
will refer to this assessment as the ‘October 2012 report’.

1.1.3

Prior to submission of the Local Plan, an Addendum Report to the SA/SEA
was produced in June 2013 to further explain certain aspects of the SA/SEA
process. We refer to that assessment as the ‘June 2013 report’.

1.1.4

The Inspector has now published draft Main Modifications to the Local Plan,
which he considers necessary to adopt the plan, and further SA/SEA work is
required on these before the Local Plan can be adopted. In addition, a
number of significant planning applications have been granted on appeal,
contrary to the policies of the emerging Local Plan and there was some
criticism of the SA/SEA (including the June 2013 report) at the Local Plan
hearings. Accordingly, the Council has agreed to prepare this Further
Addendum to the SA/SEA reports. This will also allow information updates
and clarification where this is considered necessary. We refer to this
assessment as ‘this report’.

1.1.5

This report covers that additional work. It takes account of more recent
planning decisions, particularly the allowed appeals at Bradley Bends, Bovey
Tracey and at Shutterton Lane, Dawlish. It supplements, and therefore
should be read alongside, the October 2012 and June 2013 reports. Where
necessary in the interests of clarity, this report may repeat information
contained in earlier reports, and this is clarified through appropriate
signposting. Similarly, where this report supersedes earlier material this is
also made clear.

1.1.6

This report is published for public consultation alongside the proposed Main
Modifications. It includes the following updates;
•
•
•
•

Improved signposting and explanation of the assessment process that
has been undertaken;
A clearer explanation of the reasons for selecting the alternatives which
were assessed;
Further work on the secondary, cumulative and synergistic impacts of
the Local Plan policies and proposals in combination with each other;
Work to assess the impacts of the Local Plan in combination with plans
and programmes of other bodies including neighbouring authorities and
more recent planning decisions;
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•
•

•
•
•
•

An explanation of any difficulties encountered in the assessment
process
A clearer explanation of the reasons for choosing the Local Plan
policies and proposals when compared to the other alternatives
assessed;
An updated assessment of the Local Plan as proposed to be modified
by the draft Main Modifications;
Errata arising from proof-reading of the October 2012 and June 2013
reports;
Updated and revised Non-Technical Summary; and
Updated policy and site assessment pro-formas
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2

Signposting and Process

2.1

Context

2.1.1

The October 2012 report sets out the methodology (Section 3, pages 14-15)
that was used in the appraisal process for the sites and policies within the
Local Plan, and in its predecessor the Preferred Options Core Strategy.
However, the original Section 3 does not clearly set out the approach used
to assess the alternatives considered, or the evolution of the environment
without the Local Plan, which information is partially within Sections 6 and 4
respectively. There is a benefit in terms of readability and accessibility of
having one location which explains the assessment process, including the
additional work undertaken as part of the June 2013 report and this report.

2.1.2

In order to set out clearly the approach taken, this chapter therefore brings
together and expands the methodology used in the October 2012 report. It
should be read in the place of Section 3 methodology within the October
2012 report, which is therefore entirely superseded.

2.1.3

The assessment of the overall impact of the Local Plan is built up from a
number of considerations, as follows:
•

•
•
•

Key elements of the overall strategy:
 Housing growth
 Employment growth
 Distribution of development
 Strategic policies
General policies contained within the plan;
Development proposals (allocations) contained within the plan; and
Interactive (secondary, cumulative and synergistic) effects of the
above.

2.2

Methodology

2.2.1

Sustainable development is a broad concept, involving social, economic and
environmental factors, which should be considered together. The SEA
regulations include a list of specific issues which need to be considered.
Taking these factors into account, and to provide a consistent approach to
the assessment of impact on sustainability, it is normal practice to set a
series of sustainability objectives against which plan policies and proposals
can be assessed. This report takes this approach, and uses 9 sustainability
objectives which are described in more detail on pages 18-19 of the October
2012 report. In summary, these are:
•
•
•
•
•

A Natural Environment
B Built Environment
C Climate Change
D Resource Use
E Jobs and Local Economy

Chapter 2: Signposting and Process

p5

•
•
•
•
2.2.2

F Town Centres
G Housing
H Health and Wellbeing
I Infrastructure

For each assessment, the sustainability criteria are assessed using a scale,
ranging from +3 to -3, and allowing for an indication of uncertainty. It should
be noted that these are not numbers to be summed, but represent
descriptors of the forecast impacts of the policy against each sustainability
objective, using the following scale:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

+3 have a significant and overriding positive impact in contributing
towards the achievement of the objective
+2 have a major net positive impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
+1 have a minor net positive impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
0 have no positive or negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective – or – have some positive and some
negative impacts thus the overall balance is neutral
-1 have a minor net negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
-2 have a major net negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
-3 have a significant and overriding negative impact in contributing
towards the achievement of the objective
? it is not possible to predict the impact of the proposal on
achievement of the objective or the impact indicated has a high
degree of uncertainty.

2.2.3

Each of these descriptors represents a range of potential impacts, and
therefore if two proposals both have the same indicator, there may still be a
disparity of impact between the two, although this may not be a large
difference. Note that there has been a wording change in relation to +2 and
-2 by adding the word “major” into the description. This improves the
description of that effect, and brings it into line with the pro-formas, where +2
and -2 were reserved for major impacts, while +1 and -1 were for significant,
but not-major impacts.

2.2.4

The assessments take account of direct and interactive effects and the
impact of mitigation strategies which are or could be associated with a policy
or allocation. These factors are taken into account when considering the
most appropriate approach to include within the Local Plan. This work is
brought together in Chapter 5 of this report.

2.2.5

In this report the term interactive effects refer to cumulate, synergistic and
secondary or indirect effects. These can be defined as follows:
Cumulative – effects arise due to the combined impacts of different policies
or proposals, each of which may have a limited impact but together provide
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for a more significant additive impact. This may be the net effect resulting
from multiple proposals and policies.
Synergistic – effects occurring from the interaction between the effects of
more than one proposal or policy. Synergistic effects interact to produce a
greater then cumulative effect arising from the combination of impacts.
Secondary/indirect – effects occurring through indirect forces arising from
primary effects of policies and these may be removed from direct effects in
terms of distance or time. Secondary effects are not a direct result of the
plan, but occur away from the original effect or as a result of complex
pathway. An example of a secondary effect is the provision of additional
homes in an area improving housing affordability, with beneficial secondary
impacts on the health of some of the population. Or a direct impact of
additional vehicle trips which lead indirectly to air quality issues at pinch
points
2.2.6

Within this report the term “interactive effects” is used to cover all of these.

2.2.7

In parallel with the SA/SEA, Habitat Regulations Appropriate Assessments
have been carried out at all stages of plan making. The information and
advice have been followed to ensure likely significant effects on European
sites are fully mitigated. This information and work has been reflected in the
local plan and the SA/SEA process.

2.3

Plan Appraisal

2.3.1

The regulations require that the SEA considers the likely evolution of the
area without the implementation of the Local Plan. This ‘no plan’ scenario
was described in Section 4, page 30 of the October 2012 report, which
indicates the likely impact of this scenario on the sustainability objectives.
Taking account of more recent information, particularly housing completions
and commitments and the final Habitat Regulations Assessment, further
work has been undertaken on the ‘no plan’ scenario to ensure that it still
provides a sufficiently robust projection against which to consider other plan
options. Some minor adjustments have been made to the scenario, and the
revised description is set out later in this chapter. It forms the baseline
against which the strategic and policy options of the Local Plan have been
assessed and against which the overall plan impacts are measured.

2.3.2

This is an important point to remember – the Local Plan is not being
appraised against a ‘no change’ background, since that is not a feasible
outcome of having no Local Plan in place. Instead it is being appraised
against the ‘no plan’ scenario.

Key elements of the overall strategy
2.3.3

For each of the key elements, a range of possible approaches was
considered, taken from the Issues and Options Report, the Preferred
Options and the submitted Local Plan. The different approaches were
considered against the ‘no plan’ scenario to assess which of them appeared
most likely to achieve the best combination of sustainability outcomes and
therefore which should be taken forward as a plan strategy. Chapter 5 of
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this report sets out the updated assessments of each of these strategies,
superseding the discussion contained within the October 2012 report, pp3540.
2.3.4

The Inspector’s recommendations do not change the key elements of the
plan’s strategy and therefore no further strategic assessment is needed.

Strategic and general policies
2.3.5

The Proposed Submission Local Plan contains a number of policies and
proposals which set out the strategy of the plan or criteria for considering
development proposals, and are not site-specific development proposals.
Their inclusion arose from the assessment of sustainability context and in
particular the guidance contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework. A number of issues and potential options were raised in the
Issues and Options Report which preceded the Preferred Options, and these
are set out in Chapter 3 of this report. The Preferred Options policies have
been assessed against the 9 sustainability criteria compared with the option
of not having the policy in the plan (which equates to the ‘no plan’ scenario,
described later in this chapter). The assessments are contained within
Appendix 1 of the October 2012 report.

2.3.6

These appraisals, together with the consultation responses received to the
Preferred Options and revisions to the draft Proposed Submission Local
Plan document following consideration by elected members have been used
to define and alter the policies to improve their overall sustainability impact.
The appraisals of the published policies are set out in Appendix 3 of the
October 2012 report. A discussion of the reasons for including the policies is
contained within Chapter 5 of this report.

2.3.7

The Inspector has proposed modifications to policies EN3 and EC6 and to
the Local Plan paragraph 2.41. These changes are not considered to have a
significant impact on the plan’s sustainability performance, and therefore no
alterations to their appraisals are necessary as a result of these
modifications.

Site Allocation Policies
2.3.8

The potential sites considered for allocation in the Local Plan were all sites
considered to be available, achievable and strategically suitable for
allocation. The total list of sites assessed therefore consisted of sites
allocated in the Preferred Options, sites promoted through the 2012
consultation together with any other sites which were considered achievable
within the 2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, provided
they were located within or near a defined settlement. It is not possible to
predict specifically which sites will be developed in the ‘no plan’ scenario,
and therefore it was not possible to assess the sites strictly against that
scenario. Instead, were all assessed by comparing the likely impact of
development against the current impact of the undeveloped site. Thus, each
site was assessed against a similar benchmark, allowing comparable results.
This different approach for site-specific appraisals should be borne in mind
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when seeking to compare such appraisals with the appraisal of the impact of
the Local Plan as a whole.
2.3.9

In the case of the potential sites, the timing of development has been
assessed using the outcomes of the SHLAA 2009 report or the phasing
policies/assumptions in the Local Plan where they are relevant. The
assessment further considered potential improvement/mitigation measures
for each site, in order to ensure that the least harmful/most positive impact
was considered. These individual appraisals supported choices about which
sites should be included in the Local Plan, and are included in Appendix 2 of
the October 2012 Report.

2.3.10 The sites allocated in the Local Plan are assessed within Appendix 3 of the
October 2012 report, with the reasons for their inclusion contained within the
discussion on in Chapter 5 of this report.
2.3.11 The Inspector has proposed modifications to a number of sites, listed in the
following paragraphs. Each contains a reference to where this change has
been assessed.
2.3.12 NA1 – extension to include additional employment land in the Forches Cross
area. The submitted policy was appraised in the October 2012 report, page
255. The proposed modification would increase in the area of greenfield
land developed by 8 hectares and additional employment arising from the
proposal. However, this would not alter the scores of -2 for resource use
and +2 for jobs and local economy, and therefore no change to the appraisal
is considered necessary. The change is, however, reflected within the
discussion of development sites in the Heart of Teignbridge on in section 5.5
of this report.
2.3.13 DA1 – deletion of DA1 as an employment allocation to reflect the appeal
decision which gave planning permission for housing on the site. The
implications for this are considered in the discussion on Dawlish
development options in section 5.5 of this report.
2.3.14 DA2 – extension to include additional employment land within the site. The
submitted policy was appraised in the October 2012 report, page 282. A
revised appraisal proforma reflecting this change is contained within
Appendix A of this report, and this is further reflected in the discussion on
Dawlish development options in section 5.5 of this report.
2.3.15 DA5 – a small extension of the site to include additional land to the north.
The submitted allocation was appraised in the October 2012 report, page
284. This small scale change of less than 1 hectare is not considered to
have a significant implication for that appraisal or on the overall positive or
negative impacts at Dawlish or across the plan area.
2.3.16 BT2 – a new allocation policy to include the land granted permission on
appeal at Bradley Bends. Since the site has planning permission, and is
therefore likely to be developed in any case, there are no site specific
implications arising from this change. However, the potential implications for
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the development options at Bovey Tracey are considered in section 5.5 of
this report.
2.3.17 BT2B – deletion of the allocation. The submitted allocation was appraised in
the October 2012 report, page 294, which no longer forms part of the
appraisal of the plan’s contents. Given the limited scale and impact of the
site, there is no significant implication for the appraisal or on the overall
positive or negative impacts at Bovey Tracey or across the plan area.
2.3.18 CH2 – an extension of the residential development element of the site
westward to include additional land, without changing the housing target for
the site. The submitted appraisal was in the October 2012 report, page 300.
As there has been no change to the housing target, and only limited change
to the area of the allocation, there are no significant sustainability
implications and therefore its appraisal remains unchanged.
2.3.19 KS2 – deletion of the site. The submitted allocation was appraised in the
October 2012 report, page 269. The implications of this change to the Heart
of Teignbridge are discussed in section 5.5 of this report.
2.3.20 KS7 – deletion of the site. The submitted allocation was appraised in the
October 2012 report, page 273. There are no significant implications overall
to this change, which did not include any housing or employment provision.
2.3.21 SWE1 –wording change to the policy and supporting justification. There are
no significant issues arising from this change for the sustainability appraisal.
2.3.22 SWE2 – an extension of the site to the west. A revised appraisal to reflect
this change is included in Appendix A to this report. The implications for the
Edge of Exeter development options are considered in section 5.5 of this
report.
2.3.23 Each of the strategic elements, general policies and development proposals
have been compared with a range of reasonable alternatives which are
assessed using the same general approach (i.e. by comparing against the
‘no plan’ scenario using the sustainability objectives set out in Table 16 in
section 7 of this report. By comparing these assessments, and taking
account of the results plus any other material issues, a decision can be
taken as to which option is included within the Local Plan. This discussion is
set out in the Chapter 5 of this report.
2.3.24 Once the decisions were taken about which of the appraised options are
within the Local Plan, it is possible to consider the interactive (secondary,
cumulative and synergistic) effects of the policies and proposals as a whole.
Taking account of these interactions the report sets out the overall impact of
the Local Plan as a whole, when compared against the evolution of the ‘no
plan’ scenario. This is in Chapter 7 of this report.
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2.4

Revised ‘No Plan’ Scenario Appraisal

2.4.1

The ‘no plan’ scenario, or ‘business as usual’, was set out in the October
2012 report in Section 4 pages 30 – 33. The following section contains an
updated version of that scenario, taking account of additional information
available and further detail against which the various strategic and other
alternatives can be compared. The following description entirely replaces
the October 2012 report.

2.4.2

The current adopted Development Plan is the Teignbridge Local Plan from
1996, but the proposals for development contained within it are largely
completed, so its direct influence on the pattern of development will be low.
The policies of the Local Plan will continue to be implemented in part,
although where they conflict with the NPPF, or where they relate to subjects
outside the remit of the NPPF they will be increasingly out of date. It is
assumed that the existing commitments for 4293 dwellings will be completed
during the plan period plus the easier to develop employment commitments
(those with limited infrastructure requirements, for instance).

2.4.3

The National Planning Policy Framework contains the ‘presumption in favour
of sustainable development’ and this is often expected to override the
policies of the Local Plan, particularly those restraint policies which may
otherwise prevent housing development. A particular emphasis on the
provision of housing is likely, given the lack of a 5 year supply within
Teignbridge (confirmed in a recent Secretary of State decision). Additional
development will therefore come forward in an ad hoc manner, on
unallocated sites only. Looking at the likely outcomes on more detail, the
following analysis by development sector is suggested.

Housing
2.4.4

Without the adoption of a Local Plan, there is not a 5 year supply of land for
new housing as required by the NPPF. Therefore the provision of significant
new areas for housing will be through planning applications on undeveloped
sites, considered in an ad hoc manner by the planning authority or on
appeal. Such sites are likely to be the easier ones to develop where access
and other infrastructure is available such as the small to medium sized
peripheral greenfield sites on the edge of towns and villages. While the
likely implications for the distribution of housing arising from this are
uncertain, the following table indicates a projection based on giving
completions since 2001 and existing commitments equal weight. It is used
as a baseline for comparing the potential alternative distribution strategies.
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Table 1 – ‘No plan’ distribution of housing growth

General Location

2.4.5

Proportion of
housing
development

Heart of Teignbridge

46%

Dawlish

13%

Teignmouth

11%

Bovey Tracey

6%

Chudleigh

4%

Elsewhere in Teignbridge

19%

From 2001 – 2013 there were an average 372 dwellings completed each
year (net increase). It is likely that this rate of development will increase to
reflect the demand for new housing in the area, the various published
assessments of housing need and the prevailing national policy which
supports provision by ensuring that a five year supply of housing is
maintained in each Local Planning Authority. The actual rate of completion
will depend on a variety of factors, including the ability of the development
industry to increase output and the speed and efficiency of planning
decisions (including potential need for appeals). For the purposes of
assessment it is assumed that the annual rate of development will increase
to about 500 dwellings per year, which reflects the former Structure Plan
requirements, the most recent household projections data and allows for a
35% increase compared with past performance. There is significant
uncertainty associated with this projection.

Employment Growth
2.4.6

The provision of employment land will continue to be at a low level, given the
lack of allocations and the limited investment in transport infrastructure from
ad hoc new development. There may be pressure to develop large scale
employment sites at main road junctions or easy to access locations,
although the lack of certainty associated with an increasingly out of date
Local Plan will limit commercial interest. The consequence will be limited
employment growth and there will be significant outflow of commuters to
nearby urban areas such as Exeter, with negative impact on climate change.
The Teignbridge economy is likely to see significant sectoral shifts, with
reductions in manufacturing and agricultural employment and growth in
service industries. But with population growth continuing to outstrip
employment provision and the growth in the nearby economy of Exeter, the
trend towards increased out-commuting is expected to continue.

Retail
2.4.7

Town centre retail provision is confined to small units, with major
development limited to existing commitments. Further out of centre/out of
town sites do not appear to be likely in the foreseeable future, given recent
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developments and commitments. This issue may arise again towards the
end of the period.
Infrastructure
2.4.8

No major infrastructure provision is made, due to the inability to introduce
Community Infrastructure Levy, and the lack of an overall strategy for its
provision, but continued contributions to small scale infrastructure will come
forward from development and public finances. The application of existing
policies should continue to provide affordable housing, public open space,
education and other iterative infrastructure provision. However, strategic
infrastructure provision such as including relief roads, public transport
enhancements, new schools, strategic green infrastructure and community
space are likely to remain unprovided in this scenario without a plan-led
process.

2.5

‘No Plan’ Assessment Proforma

2.5.1

The impact of this scenario on the sustainability objectives is set out on the
following pages:

A) Natural Environment
Gradual reduction in biodiversity in the wider countryside, arising from lack of management
and climate change. Potential for more significant biodiversity impacts from the lack of planbacked mitigation strategy for the European wildlife sites and the possible cumulative
impact of inappropriately located or designed development. Significant change on the
medium term adjoining settlements (both town and village), arising from peripheral
Greenfield sites coming forward in an ad-hoc manner, partially mitigated by the 1996 Local
Plan and NPPF policies on design, landscaping and other planning requirements. Limited
change in appearance within the wider countryside. Limited change in water quality.
Continued development of brownfield land within settlements, but possibly reducing
proportions in the medium to long term as peripheral Greenfield developments come
forward to meet strategic targets.
B) Built Environment
Quality of Listed Buildings and Scheduled Monuments will remain protected, but
Conservation Areas and undesignated areas will gradually lose some aspects of character
through small scale changes. There may be some investment in town centre
enhancements, although with relatively limited resources.
C) Climate Change
Little improvement to public transport services, particularly in rural areas, and a continued
rise in car use for all journey types and distances. Longer distances travelled, with more
commuting out of the District. Continued increase in carbon dioxide emissions from
activities in Teignbridge, contributing to a continued warming of the global climate. Local
climatic changes become obvious, and indeed are likely to speed up. Increased flooding
risk along the main rivers. Limited development in functional floodplain as a result of the
application of national policies.
D) Resources
Gradual increase in recycling rates, depending largely on public sector investment in
collection methods. Development of Greenfield land for housing will continue, primarily land
in agricultural use. There is unlikely to be development of key minerals such as Ball Clay
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since their protection is covered in the separate Minerals Plan produced by Devon County
Council.
E) Economy and Jobs
Continued growth in small businesses particularly working from home, subject to recovery
in the economy. Limited economic development land being developed. Rural areas likely to
continue current limited pace of economic growth. Lack of available land and the higher
value of land for residential development will severely limit economic development in the
towns. Main growth areas will be outside the district, particularly Exeter. Economic
restructuring will reduce the availability of manufacturing, agricultural and associated
employment, and there will be limited growth within other sectors. However, with the
availability of jobs in nearby urban areas, unemployment will remain low.
F) Town Centres
It is likely that there will be limited additional retail investment in the town centres, but large
scale retail seems unlikely beyond existing commitments. There may be some investment
in town centre enhancements, although with relatively limited resources.
G) Housing
The provision of new housing will disperse somewhat to the villages, reflecting the higher
land values to be achieved in those settlements, but sites will continue to come forward
adjoining the towns. Affordable housing will continue to be provided within the towns, but
the size of sites in the villages will be too small to meet the current policy requirements.
There may be a reduction in the development of small scale rural exceptions sites due to
the hope value associated with market housing. The overall provision of housing will rise
towards the assessed level of need, as a result of the national policy on a 5 year land
supply, subject to market forces and the potential need for developers to achieve
permissions via appeal.
H) Health
Continued worsening of air quality in urban areas arising from continued traffic growth and
lack of major infrastructure. Health is likely to remain reasonable, but a continued issue with
housing affordability and lack of local employment will work to bring about some health
concerns, particularly for deprived communities or people on lower income. Limited
strategic investment in active transport (cycling and walking) will discourage active
lifestyles, and lead to some worsening of health.
I) Infrastructure
New small scale public open space provided in a number of developments, but not in any
strategic, interconnected fashion, and continued investment in improvement of existing
public open space. Limited additional sports pitches or other large scale public open
space/green infrastructure. No increase or possibly reduction in public transport provision,
particularly in rural areas. Continued decline in other rural services.

2.6

Compliance with the SEA Directive

2.6.1

The SEA Directive includes a number of requirements for an environmental
report, which are signposted on the following pages (note this replaces the
similar list on p13 of the October 2012 report).
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Table 2 - Compliance with SEA directive
An outline of the
contents and main
objectives of the
plan and the
relationship with
other relevant
plans

The contents of the plan are outlined in pages 9 – 12 of the 2012
Report.
The main objectives of the Local Plan are outlined in pages 8 – 9 of
the 2012 Report.
There is no longer a regional plan, and there is no national plan, so
the national planning objectives are contained primarily within the
National Planning Policy Framework.
A discussion of the role of the former Regional Spatial Strategy
during the preparation of the Local Plan is contained within the June
2013 report pages 3 – 6.
A review of the relevant aspects of other plans (including minerals
and waste plans for the Teignbridge area and plans of adjoining local
planning authorities) is contained within section 4 this report. This
considers the relationship and assesses any interactive effects with
those plans.

The relevant
aspects of the
current state of the
environment and
the likely evolution
thereof without
implementation of
the plan.

The October 2012 report pages 20 – 30 provides an overall
description of the area's economic, social and environmental
baseline. This was supplemented in the June 2013 report on pages
12 – 24 and 33- 38 by maps and descriptions indicating key
environmental and other constraints in context with preferred options
and proposed submission development proposals.

The environmental
characteristics of
areas likely to be
significantly
affected.

These are contained within the descriptions of the area signposted in
the October 2012 report pages 20-30 and June 2013 report pages
12-24 and 33-38. The specific sites proposed for allocation are
characterised in the SHLAA appendices and in the site assessments
contained within the October 2012 report, appendix 3.

Any existing
environmental
problems which are
relevant to the plan
including in
particular those
relating to any
areas of particular
environmental
performance.

The key sustainability issues are summarised on page 34 of the
October 2012 Report, arising from a consideration of the
environmental baseline and the earlier considerations within the
Issues and Alternative Options Report (summarised in the June 2013
Annex pages 7-8.

The environmental
protection
objectives relevant
to the plan and the
way those

The relationship with other national and local environmental
objectives is contained within pages16 – 17 of the 2012 report in
relation to the National Planning Policy Framework (which provides
the consolidated source of government planning policy and therefore
provides the key influence over the Local Plan) and the Council Plan

A forecast of the likely evolution of the area without the plan was
originally contained within the 2012 Report pages 30 – 33, but this
has been superseded by an updated description on pages 10-14 of
this report.

The Habitat Regulations Assessments are referred to in Chapter 2
and Chapter 4.
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objectives and any
environmental
considerations
have been taken
into account during
its preparation.

(which provides the strategic overview of policies and actions of
Teignbridge District Council). These are the key overarching policies
and plans now that the regional and County tier of planning policies
has been removed by the government.

The likely
significant effects
on the environment
including on issues
such as
biodiversity,
population, human
health, fauna, flora,
soil, water, air,
climatic factors,
material assets,
cultural heritage
including
architectural and
archaeological
heritage,
landscape and
interrelationship
between these,
These should
include secondary,
cumulative,
synergistic, short,
medium and longterm, permanent
and temporary,
positive and
negative effects.

The sustainability objectives used to assess the plan are described
in the October 2012 report pages 18 – 19, together with an
assessment which shows that they cover the issues specifically
referred to within the Directive and Regulations. The description of
the assessment methodology was originally within the October 2012
report, pages 14 – 15 but this section has been fully superseded and
the process is now set out in this report, pages 10-14, and describes
the approach to indicating negative and positive effects.
The appraisal of the strategic options is contained within pages 35 –
40 of the October 2012 report. This has been updated by the
contents of pages 76-101 of this report. These pages include an
appraisal of the reasonable alternatives.
The appraisal of the strategic and general policies is contained within
the October 2012 Report Appendix 1 (pages 48 – 120) which sets
out likely positive and negative effects against each of the
sustainability objectives. A further explanation of the secondary,
cumulative and synergistic impacts of these policies is contained
within this report, pages 102-159. Unless otherwise noted the
impacts are likely to be sufficiently long term to be considered
permanent. Where there appear to be reasonable alternatives,
these are compared with the approach in the Local Plan. In
particular, the policy approaches contained within the Preferred
Options version of the plan are also appraised and, where
necessary, comparisons made.
The appraisals of the allocations (development proposals) are
contained within the October 2012 report, Appendix 3, setting out
likely positive and negative effects. Relevant secondary, cumulative
and synergistic effects are described in this report in pages 102-159.
Appendix 2 of the October 2012 report contains appraisals of all the
reasonable alternative development sites considered during the
preparation of the Local Plan.
The potential for cumulative and synergistic effects in combination
with other plans and programmes is described in chapter 4 of this
report.
A description of how all these appraisals have been synthesised into
a view of the overall impact of the Local Plan is contained within this
report, including the consideration of secondary, cumulative and
synergistic effects, timescale and permanence.
The overall impact of the Local Plan is assessed in this report. This
supersedes the description of overall impact contained within the
October 2012 report at pages 43 – 45.

An outline of the

A full explanation of the reasons for selecting the reasonable
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reasons for
selecting the
alternatives dealt
with and a
description of how
the assessment
was undertaken,
including any
difficulties
encountered in
compiling the
required
information.

alternatives considered is contained within pages 17-43 of this
report.

A description of the
measures for
monitoring.

The monitoring proposals are contained on page 47 of the October
2012 report.

A non-technical
summary of the
reports

The non-technical summary is set out as chapter 8 of this report, and
this supersedes the summary contained within pages 1-7 of the
October 2012 report.

A description of how the assessment was undertaken is contained
within pages 5-12 of this report, which supersedes the description
which had been included in the October 2012 report, pages 14-15.
A description of any difficulties encountered in making the
assessments is contained within pages 167-168 of this report.

Consultation
The Council prepared a draft scoping report in 2009, to allow
comments to be made on the proposed methodology. Comments
were received from Natural England, English Heritage, Environment
Agency, Torbay Council and Devon Primary Care Trust, and the
Scoping report was updated in 2012. The comments received are
summarised in Annex 5 of the October 2012 report, with a response
from the Local Planning Authority.
Two stages of consultation on the Local Plan have been undertaken,
in addition to a number of more focused community based
consultation processes. The Proposed Submission Local Plan was
published for formal representations in late 2012 and was submitted
for examination in 2013.
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3

Choice of Alternatives

3.1

Context

3.1.1

This chapter, along with Chapter 5 replaces Section 6 ‘Local Plan Options
and Appraisal’ of the October 2012 report and Appendices 1(Appraisals of
Preferred Options strategic and general policies) and 2 (Appraisals of
Potential development sites). For ease of reference relevant parts of the
October 2012 and June 2013 reports are repeated in this chapter, with cross
reference to the location within the original documents.

3.1.2

The purpose of this chapter is to give a more detailed background and
explanation about the reasons for choosing the reasonable alternative
options. There is also commentary on options that were not considered to be
reasonable alternatives.

3.1.3

The reasonable alternative options for Strategic and General (non-site
specific) policies in the October 2012 report (pages 35-39) relate to the
appraisals for housing, employment and distribution of development. For
consistency this chapter is structured in the same way. Appendix 1 of the
October 2012 report (pages 48-120) includes: an appraisal of the Preferred
Options Strategic and General policies; an assessment of the policy against
the 9 sustainability objectives; an overall summary of how the policy
performs; and for the Strategic and General (non-site specific) policies there
is a list of the reasonable alternatives considered with a brief summary of
why they were not chosen.

3.1.4

The reasonable alternative options for site allocations are summarised on
page 43 of the October 2012 report and set out in more detail in the
Appendix 2 of the October 2012 report (pages 121-211).

3.1.5

The June 2013 report was produced to provide more background information
and detail of the assessment process and should be read alongside this
report.

Background
3.1.6

The requirement to outline reasons for selecting the alternatives is set out in
Paragraph 8, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 (EAPPR) Part 3, 13 (2) (b).

3.1.7

The purpose of the Local Plan is to identify the key strategic issues facing
the District and consider the potential options for how a Local Plan policy
could deal with those issues and deliver sustainable development. The
NPPF (para 14) has a presumption in favour of sustainable development,
which for the purposes of plan making means:
•

Local planning authorities positively seeking opportunities to meet the
development needs of their area;
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•

Local Plans meeting objectively assessed needs, with sufficient
flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless:
 any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; or
 specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be
restricted.

3.1.8

Further in the NPPF paragraphs 150-181 set out more detailed requirements
for plan making. This includes an expectation that plans are based on
adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area.

3.2

Scale of Housing growth

3.2.1

The Local Plan is required to objectively assess and meet its housing need
figure. For the first stage, the objective assessment, 4 alternative housing
growth options are set out in the October 2012 report (pages 35-37) and can
be summarised as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.

the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (draft RSS) 2006-26 (795 dwellings
per annum);
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2007/2010 update (740
dpa);
SHMA 2012 update (620 dpa); and
Devon Structure Plan (DSP) 2001-2016 (500 dpa).

Option 1 Draft RSS – 795 homes per year
3.2.2

The draft RSS housing target was based on acknowledged official sources
of evidence, the 2003 household projections. It has also been through an
examination process. The recent planning appeals, including Bradley Bends
in Bovey Tracey and Shutterton Lane in Dawlish cited the draft RSS as the
most up-to-date expression of housing need in the area that had been tested
through examination at the time of the appeals.

3.2.3

The NPPF paragraph 218 states that Local Planning Authorities may
continue to draw on evidence that informed the preparation of regional
strategies. Therefore, at the time of preparing the Local Plan the evidence
informing the draft RSS was still a material consideration, although the
document itself was revoked in 2013.

3.2.4

For completeness of understanding on the revocation, Section 109 of the
Localism Act 2011 abolished the regional planning tier by repealing Part 5 of
the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009
(which only applied in relation to England). This included the removal of the
responsible regional authorities. Section 109 of the Localism Act 2011 also
made provision to revoke, by order, the whole or any part of a regional
strategy under Part 5 of the 2009 Act and any remaining Structure Plan
policies that were saved as part of the transitional provisions under Schedule
8 to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
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3.2.5

The draft RSS requirement would equate to more than a doubling of the
previous rates of housing development and this level of provision has never
been exceeded in any year in the last 20. Higher provision than this
therefore appears unlikely to be achievable. The key objections from
development interests sought a Local Plan requirement based on the draft
RSS figure. The capacity from sites in sustainable locations investigated
through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment was about
16,000, although this did not include the South West Exeter allocation. When
the alternative options were assessed, it was clear that not all of these sites
would be suitable for allocation and therefore the draft RSS figure
(equivalent to 15,900 over 20 years) was a suitable upper level for
assessment in terms of capacity as well as potential market.

Option 2 2007 and 2010 SHMA – 740 homes per year
3.2.6

A Strategic Housing Market Assessment was produced in 2007 which
covered all of the local authorities within the Exeter and Torbay Strategic
Housing Market Areas (Exeter CC, Dartmoor NP, East Devon DC, Mid
Devon DC, Teignbridge DC and Torbay) to understand the housing needs of
the market area.

3.2.7

The SHMA was undertaken following the methodology set out in ‘Strategic
housing market assessments: practice guidance’ produced by the
Department for Communities and Local Government in 2007. It considered
market and social housing need and demand, taking account of the current
and future housing markets, and requirements of specific household groups.

3.2.8

Individual assessments for each Local Authority accompanied the SHMA
report. The housing need figure in the 2007 SHMA for Teignbridge equated
to about 740 homes per year over a 20 year period (equivalent to 14,800
over 20 years).

3.2.9

In 2009, mindful of the economic downturn since the publication of the 2007
report an update was commissioned for the Teignbridge figure, and this
report was published in 2010. The annual requirement remained at about
740 homes per year. This figure formed the basis for the Issues and
Alternative Options consultation in 2010 and the Preferred Options
consultation in 2012.

3.2.10 While this figure and assessment has since been superseded by the figures
tested under Option 3, which were prepared using later data but following
the same methodology, it is sufficiently different to the preferred option to
constitute a reasonable alternative. It is based on a robust, objective
assessment albeit using older data. It is also equivalent to the option of
basing the provision on the 2012 SHMA (see Option 3) but adding a 20%
“flexibility” allowance.
Option 3 2012 SHMA – 620 homes per year
3.2.11 Following the Preferred Options consultation a further review of the overall
housing need was undertaken, to assess whether there had been any further
implications from the economic downturn and in light of new information on
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reductions on in-migration. That report published in 2012 included a reduced
overall housing need for the District of 620 homes per year (equivalent to
12,400 over 20 years). This figure was used in the Local Plan.
3.2.12 This option is based on the same methodology as the original SHMA and
used updated baseline information. The Local Plan Inspector has confirmed
that he considers this to be the appropriate assessment of need for the Local
Plan.
Option 4 Devon Structure Plan – 500 homes per year
3.2.13 The housing need figure in the DSP was based on the Regional Planning
Guidance for the South West (RPG10, 2001). Both the RPG and DSP went
through an examination process prior to adoption. At the time of preparing
the Local Plan they both still formed part of the Development Plan. On this
basis it is considered that the figure was credible and constituted a
reasonable alternative. The DSP has now been revoked. As Option 1, the
age of the evidence could be questioned and the fact that the RPG was to
be replaced by the draft RSS which had a higher housing need figure
proposed.
3.2.14 This option provides the lowest level of housing provision which could be
reasonably assessed through the Local Plan process, particularly since it is
the same level as is considered likely under the “no plan” scenario, set out in
more detail in Chapter 2 of this report, pages 10-14. The NPPF requires that
local plans do what they can to increase the provision of housing and meet
the objectively assessed need for the area. The longstanding Devon
Structure Plan target is therefore the minimum feasible requirement to be
assessed in the SEA.
Discounted Housing Growth alternative options
3.2.15 The housing targets considered ranged from 500 per year to 795 per year,
and for the reasons set out in previous paragraphs targets outside this range
were not considered achievable and therefore are not reasonable
alternatives. While the assessment considered two alternative levels of
development between the high and low options, there are clearly a large
number of such options within the range. These have not all been
individually assessed, but the broad impacts on the various sustainability
factors can be inferred from the published assessments. The conclusion is
that the October 2012 report considered the reasonable range of alternatives
for the housing target. Chapter 5 of this report sets out the assessment
process in more detail.

3.3

Scale of Employment Growth

3.3.1

The Plan’s economic objective is to support businesses and attract new
investment into the district. The employment growth options are set out in
the October 2012 report (pages 37-38) and in Appendix 1(pages 50-51)
there is more detail in the assessment of reasonable alternatives to Policy
S3 ‘Land for Business, Industry and Warehousing’.
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3.3.2

Three options were selected for consideration based on jobs density and
assessment against the sustainability objectives. These options were chosen
as they were considered to be sufficiently different in scale to allow for a
meaningful appraisal of options. The rationale behind the three options is as
follows:

Option 1 ‘A job for every 1 working age person in Teignbridge’ (Local Plan
aspiration)
3.3.3

The Local Plan aspiration represents a significant support for economic
growth and the desire to significantly improve self containment by reducing
out-commuting. Greater self-containment would be a significant boost to the
local economy and reducing the need to travel would have beneficial impacts
in reducing levels of carbon production.

3.3.4

The option is a significant change from the current position, and would
represent a departure from past performance. Doubts have been raised
about the achievability, reflected in the need for positive action on economic
development set out in the Council’s Economic Development Delivery Plan
and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. For these reasons, an even higher
target would be very unlikely to be achieved and is therefore not reasonable
in that respect. Further, the outcome of achieving even higher jobs growth
would be to create an excess of jobs in relation to the working population,
requiring net in-commuting, and therefore acting against the sustainable
development objectives of the plan.

Option 2 ‘A job for every 0.85 working age person in Teignbridge’ (halfway
between the Local Plan and current situation)
3.3.5

Chosen to provide a balance between the aspiration and current
achievement of employment opportunities within the district. It is a
reasonable alternative because it is a positive approach to economic growth
and could achieve many of the Local Plan objectives.

Option 3 ‘A job for every 0.7 working age person in Teignbridge’ (current
situation)
3.3.6

The option maintains the current level, but in real terms would still seek to
proactively plan for economic growth to deal with increases in the working
age population. Not quite a ‘no plan’ approach, it recognises the significant
influence of the employment opportunities at Exeter and Torbay, and to a
lesser extent Plymouth. It would not be reasonable for the Local Plan to have
a lower jobs target implying a reduced number of jobs per working person,
as it would result in increased out-commuting and reduced economic
benefits for the local population.

3.3.7

Accordingly, these three options cover the reasonable range, including one
option between the maximum and minimum targets. There are no
reasonable approaches outside this range. There are, of course, a large
number of alternative targets between within this range, but the implications
of these can be inferred from the assessments undertaken in the October
2012 report and therefore it is unnecessary to carry out further assessments.
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3.4

Discounted Employment Growth alternative options

3.4.1

Other reasonable alternatives to Policy S3 of the Local Plan, which sets out
the level of employment development in the district and its distribution, are
listed in the assessment in Appendix 1 of the October 2012 report, pages 5051. None of the alternatives sought to propose an overall jobs employment
target outside the range already considered and therefore they are not
reasonable alternatives to the overall level of provision in the Local Plan.
There were two alternatives which sought a different approach to job
creation which are summarised in paragraphs 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 below. A brief
assessment of these is contained within Appendix 1 of the October 2012
report and this is repeated for information.

3.4.2

Concentrate on specific sectors (e.g. agriculture, tourism, low carbon,
high skilled jobs) avoiding warehousing jobs –The impact of this is likely
to be minimal. The planning system in itself has limited potential for such
interventions, and a consequence may be that these sectors are not
developed to a greater extent, but other sectors are nevertheless
discouraged, reducing overall employment growth. This is therefore not a
reasonable alternative to the overall level of provision in the Local Plan but
suggests a more detailed, directive approach to growth.

3.4.3

Include phasing of employment and housing provision together – This
may unnecessarily curb housing or employment delivery. There is no
evidence that this approach works. It is contrary to the policies of the
National Planning Policy Framework which emphasise the provision of
housing to meet objectively assessed need, and is therefore not a
reasonable alternative to the overall level of provision in the Local Plan.
Chapter 5 of this report sets out the assessment process in more detail.

3.5

Distribution of development

3.5.1

In determining the reasonable alternative options to test for the distribution of
development, the focus was on: sustainability, such as carbon reduction,
access to and location of facilities, local job opportunities, and use of
resources; the individual needs of each of the settlements; and the needs of
the Plan area as a whole.

Sustainability
3.5.2

Distribution of development is one of the fundamental considerations in
spatial planning and is a key driver for opportunities for building sustainable
communities and meeting environmental objectives. Urban concentration,
particularly for a rural district like Teignbridge, offers significant sustainability
benefits in terms of:
•
•
•
•

Access to services and employment is easier to provide
Reducing overall need to travel to employment and services
Providing critical mass to improve viability of public transport
Minimising impacts to rural natural environments
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•
3.5.3

Efficiency opportunities for higher density and smart growth in urban
extensions.

The assessment process did not consider the option of more than 9% of the
overall growth being located in rural areas. This was because rural dispersal
would not deliver the significant sustainability benefits set out. Additionally,
for most villages, development of a scale of more than 20 dwellings would
have a significant effect on their character, which are small, within open
countryside and with conservation areas that cover a large proportion of the
built area. On this basis testing a higher distribution figure for rural areas was
not considered to be a reasonable alternative.

Needs of each settlement
3.5.4

In considering the alternative spatial distribution options, and to be realistic,
the options had to look first and foremost at addressing needs where they
arose, unless there were good reasons why this was not possible. Cross
boundary needs were also considered.

3.5.5

For housing this includes existing areas of population, jobs, social and
physical infrastructure such as schools and transport links, and shops. For
businesses it includes access to a workforce, accessibility of location and
sustaining existing economies.

3.5.6

The approach taken in the Local Plan is to support growth in rural areas to
meet local needs, including through supportive policies for Neighbourhood
Plans and exception sites.

Needs of the Plan
3.5.7

On a broader level, the distribution strategies had to help deliver the
objectives of the Local Plan. The 6 options tested, set out on page 39 of the
October 2012 report and repeated as Table 3 on page 26 of this report, are
considered to be sufficiently different ways of meeting the needs of the Plan.
A further option has been added to reflect the Main Modifications to the
Local Plan recommended by the Planning Inspector, which closely matches
the Proposed Submission distribution.

3.6

Reasons for choosing the spatial distributions

3.6.1

Taking on board the principles behind appropriate alternative options for
spatial distribution, the Local Plan process initially identified 4 options
through the Issues and Alternative Options consultation. Each distribution
related to both housing and employment and they were all based on an
urban concentration approach as the most appropriate way to deliver the
Local Plan objectives.

3.6.2

A high level assessment of availability of land was undertaken through the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). This was used
alongside evidence gathered from the preparation of previous Development
Plans, and other available evidence and information, to give an initial
indication of the likely capacity for growth around each place.
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3.6.3

The distribution of growth within each of the 4 options in the ‘Issues and
Alternative Options’ (pages 79-89 of that document) are summarised on the
following pages:
1.

‘Balanced Distribution’ – an urban focus of growth in the Heart of
Teignbridge (Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell) of 65%
and at the edge of Exeter (17%), limiting housing in rural areas, with
the remaining named settlements Dawlish (10%), Teignmouth, Bovey
Tracey and Chudleigh (all 2%) at a rate in accordance with their relative
scale, function and accessibility;

2.

‘Heart of Teignbridge Focus’ – recognition of the importance of the
Heart of Teignbridge to the economy of the district, the services located
in this area and the potential to build on its role. This option proposed
most of the growth in the Newton Abbot area (75%), at Exeter (12%)
and named settlements (6% at Dawlish, 2% elsewhere), recognising
the potential constraints to development in those areas;

3.

‘Exeter Facing’ – recognition of the influence of Exeter on the
Teignbridge economy, with a greater proportion of the housing on one
or more urban extensions to the city (28%). This option includes a
significant proportion of growth in the Newton Abbot area (60%) and to
a lesser level at the named settlements (6% at Dawlish, 1% at
Chudleigh and 2% elsewhere);

4.

‘Coastal and Rural Dispersed’ – reflecting some aspects of market
demand for new housing, this option included more growth in the rural
and coastal areas, including at Dawlish (10%), at Teignmouth and in
rural areas (both 9%), Bovey Tracey (6% ) and Chudleigh (4%). The
option still has a strong urban concentration focus, with Heart of
Teignbridge (50%) and Exeter (12%) still accommodating significant
levels of growth.

3.6.4

Further alternative distributions emerged through the Preferred Options and
Proposed Submission stages of the Local Plan. These options continued the
urban concentration focus, with the distributions informed by the detailed
assessments of capacity for each place. The Inspector’s proposed main
modifications do not make any changes to the distribution strategy of the
plan. However, two major appeal decisions have made additional provision
in Dawlish and Bovey Tracey which have affected the overall distribution
(which includes commitments). This is set out in Table 3.1.

3.6.5

The overall impact of these changes has been limited in terms of distribution
and therefore no alteration to the appraisal is needed as a result.
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3.6.6

2%

10%

2%

2%

2%

Heart of
Teignbridge
Focus

75%

12%

2%

6%

2%

2%

1%

Exeter Facing

60%

28%

2%

6%

2%

1%

1%

Coastal and
rural dispersed

50%

12%

9%

10%

6%

4%

9%

Preferred
Options

54%

13%

11%

10%

6%

4%

5%

Proposed
Submission

51%

16%

5%

12%

6%

4%

6%

Submission
updated as per
modifications

52%

16%

4%

13%

6%

4%

4%

Bovey
Tracey

17%

Dawlish

65%

Teignmouth

Elsewhere

620 dpa

Chudleigh

740 dpa

Balanced
Distribution

Strategy

Edge of
Exeter

Housing
need
figure

Heart of
Teignbridge

Table 3 - Comparisons of distribution

Each of the sustainable locations was considered for different proportions of
the area’s growth during the Issues and Options stage of the Local Plan, and
a view taken as to the reasonable upper and lower limits of provision at
those places. Further consideration in a number of places occurred during
the preparation of the Preferred Options and Submission stages. The
highest and lowest proportions set out in the strategies are considered to
provide a reasonable limit to the potential of each location. This is explained
in previous paragraphs, with more detail of the various impacts referred to
under the consideration of the various alternative distribution strategies in
Chapter 5 of this report.

Heart of Teignbridge
3.6.7

The strategies provided a range of between 50% - 75% of the development
at the Heart of Teignbridge. It is not considered reasonable to promote less
than 50% of the development at the Heart of Teignbridge because this is the
key commercial, employment and residential centre within Teignbridge (for
example containing 50% of the district’s population) and the plan needs to
recognise this economic and geographical situation. There is capacity to
meet this level of development and the opportunity to improve the
infrastructure of the area. Allocating 75% of the development to the Heart of
Teignbridge, however, is the maximum achievable without significant impact
on environmentally sensitive areas, or loss of internationally important Ball
Clay reserves. It also provides very difficult infrastructure issues which
would take a long lead-in time to overcome, including significant up-front
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investment, and would make early achievement of the development rates
required unreasonable. This would increase development rates for the latter
part of the Plan period which in turn could be unreasonably high and
unrealistic to achieve.
Edge of Exeter
3.6.8

The strategies provide a range between 12% of the Teignbridge total at
minimum to 28% at maximum. A ‘no growth at Exeter’ option was not
considered to be reasonable, given the spatial context of Teignbridge, the
growing economy of Exeter adjoining its northern boundary, the evidence
supporting the draft Regional Spatial Strategy and the Exeter Core Strategy
policy reference to growth at Alphington. Development at South West Exeter
would represent 12% of the highest reasonable level of development (795
per year), giving a minimum reasonable amount to assess. The highest
level of development in this location is 28%, representing a very significant
rate of provision which would require more than one area for growth. Higher
provision would not be reasonable as this would include running up against
very significant infrastructure and landscape concerns, as well as questions
about deliverability. Pages 3 – 6 of the June 2013 report cover the
consideration of options at Exeter in more detail.

Teignmouth
3.6.9

The range of provision was 2% up to 11%. The existing commitments make
a lower allocation here unreasonable. The 11% allocation was tested
through the Preferred Options process, and the only reasonable approach to
this level of development, involving a westward urban extension, was found
to be unviable due to the cost of providing a new road and also performed
poorly in environmental terms. Higher targets are therefore not feasible.

Dawlish
3.6.10 The town’s targets ranged from 6% to 12% of the total. The existing
commitments make a lower allocation here unreasonable. A higher level of
growth at Dawlish was never tested through the assessment process
because previous appraisals concluded that the impact of higher levels of
growth would be unacceptable. The Draft Habitat Regulations Assessment
(pages 5 and 6) of the Issues and Alternative Options stage of the Local
Plan recommended having minimal development at Dawlish and none at
Dawlish Warren due to the potential impact on the Exe Estuary Special
Protection Area and Dawlish Warren Special Area of Conservation.
3.6.11 Late in the Local Plan process, the Shutterton appeal decision (350
dwellings on a site not allocated in the submitted Local Plan) has had an
impact on the overall distribution, increasing the proportion at Dawlish to
about 13% of the total, compared with the 12% previously considered the
highest reasonable proportion. This is not sufficiently different from the
proposed submission distribution to warrant a reappraisal.
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Bovey Tracey
3.6.12 The proportion of development at Bovey Tracey ranged from 2% to 6%
across the strategies. Given the town’s role as a service centre and its
provision of employment and reasonable size town centre, a provision of
below 2% was not considered reasonable. However, there are landscape
and biodiversity constraints and therefore provision of more than 6% was
considered a reflection of these constraints.
Chudleigh
3.6.13 A narrow range of provision was considered, between 2% - 4% of the total.
Infrastructure capacity issues (primarily sewerage and primary school
capacity) make higher proportions in the town unachievable without very
significant investment, and therefore unreasonable to assess. The school
capacity is restricted by site size and there is no scope to expand the site in
its current location. In addition, there are concerns relating to the impact of
higher levels of development on the Chudleigh Caves which form part of the
South Hams SAC wildlife site. Given the scale of the town and the existing
commitments a lower provision than 2% would not appear reasonable.
Elsewhere
3.6.14 The existing commitments in the rural areas make even the lower
proportions tested unachievable. The overall strategy of rural dispersal has
been ruled out as unsustainable in travel terms and therefore not a
reasonable alternative to be assessed. The highest proportion for rural
areas of 9% would represent some rural dispersal, and therefore higher
proportions are not tested as being outside the scope of the overall urban
concentration strategy.

3.7

Discounted alternative distribution options

3.7.1

In Appendix 1 (pages 52-53) of the October 2012 report there is more detail
in the assessments of reasonable alternatives to Policy S4 ‘Land for New
Homes’. Of these alternatives, one was not considered before and is further
considered in the following paragraphs.

3.7.2

Increase the proportion for Dawlish – it was suggested that the proportion
of development at Dawlish should increase above the level within the
submitted Local Plan. The appeal decision allowing an additional 350
dwellings at Shutterton, Dawlish has effectively created a strategy which
provides for some additional dwellings at the town. The existing
commitments plus housing allocations within the submitted Local Plan total
about 13% of the Local Plan allocations and commitments, while the highest
proportion previously considered was 12%. This is not considered to be
such a significant change to warrant additional appraisal. The implications
for the nearby European Wildlife sites were considered with the application
for Shutterton, which found that in combination with the Local Plan proposals
and other commitments at the time, and taking account of the mitigation
strategy, there would be no effect on those sites.
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3.7.3

A higher level of growth at Dawlish was never tested through the
assessment process because previous appraisals concluded that the impact
of higher levels of growth would be unacceptable. The Draft Habitat
Regulations Assessment (pages 5 and 6) of the Issues and Alternative
Options stage of the Local Plan recommended having minimal development
at Dawlish and none at Dawlish Warren due to the potential impact on the
Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and Dawlish Warren Special Area of
Conservation.

3.7.4

Additionally, as set out in the earlier June 2013 report (page 10) and
repeated here for completeness, two alternative spatial distributions were
suggested through the ‘Issues and Alternative Options’ consultation:

3.7.5

A new settlement – This would not be deliverable within the plan timescale,
given the lead in time in preparing for and delivering that scale of
development. It was therefore not considered to be realistic, but may be a
consideration for a future plan.

3.7.6

Complete Rural Dispersal – This would require significant levels of growth
in rural villages that do not have adequate infrastructure or facilities to cope
with the required level of growth. In most instances it would require at least
doubling the size of the existing community, which could overwhelm the
character of the area. There would also be significant costs to accommodate
the required level of growth, with a need to invest significantly in road
infrastructure, utilities, education, employment, and community facilities.

3.7.7

This approach would not reflect the reality of the current distribution of
population or relate to the existing facilities and infrastructure. It would also
avoid addressing issues such as deprivation in the towns and improving self
containment. This was considered to be an unsustainable approach and
unlikely to be a deliverable strategy.

3.7.8

Chapter 5 of this report provides further assessment and analysis of the
distribution in the assessment of policies S3 Land for Business, General
Industry and Storage and Distribution and S4 Land for New Homes.

3.8

Strategic and general (non-site specific) policies

3.8.1

The assessment of all strategic and general (non-site specific) policies in
Appendix 1 of the October 2012 report (pages 48-120) includes a review of
reasonable alternatives to those policies, including a brief summary of why
they are not the preferred option. For brevity those summaries are not
repeated within this document. A summary table of the policy scores against
each of the 9 sustainability objectives is included in the October 2012 report
(pages 40-42).

3.8.2

This section looks at the beginning of the Local Plan process and the
reasons for choosing the non-site specific issues as areas for the policies to
develop through the Local Plan. It also sets out which policies in the Local
Plan emerged from that work. A brief overview of the process in developing
these policies is in the October 2012 report (p40).
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3.8.3

The key strategic issues facing the District were presented through the
Issues and Alternative Options stage of the Local Plan (page 14).

3.8.4

These issues were based on statistical background information, technical
evidence documents, corporate goals and community strategies. From these
issues, 9 topic areas or policy issues were identified, for which policies could
be written. Set out on the following pages are the topic areas and an
overview of the issues where options where proposed:
1.

Climate change – including: renewable energy generation; sustainable
construction; flood risk; and coastal management

2.

Green infrastructure and environmental networks – including: green
infrastructure associated with new development; the balance of built
and natural infrastructure networks; defining settlement limits; and
defining the undeveloped coast

3.

Transport and other facilities – including: location of development in
relation to transport infrastructure; and phasing the delivery of
infrastructure and community facilities to support new development

4.

Design quality – including: setting standards for design

5.

Housing and affordable housing need – including: the level of
housing need to be planned for; the threshold for affordable housing;
the target for affordable housing provision; and meeting the needs of
Gypsies and Travellers

6.

Employment opportunities – including: setting a target for the number
of jobs to working age residents; spatial distribution of employment
development; the type of sites for employment development; setting a
retail hierarchy; and levels of and locations for retail growth

7.

Settlements and places – including: the issues facing each place; and
assessment of which spatial options for the distribution of growth was
the most appropriate for each place

8.

Rural areas – including: the most appropriate way to meeting housing
need; and setting criteria for defining a ‘village’

9.

Spatial options – including: an analysis of four potential spatial options
for the distribution of the growth

3.8.5

Respondents were asked to comment on the potential options to address
each issue and a further question asked if there were any other reasonable
alternatives approaches. The final question of the consultation document
asked for comment on any other relevant matters for consideration. This
gave respondents the opportunity to raise any issues they felt had not been
identified.

3.9

Evolution of policy choices from Issues and Alternative Options
to the Preferred Options

3.9.1

The choice and wording of policies to be developed were informed by the
analysis of the responses to the consultation, conformity with national
guidance, and technical evidence informed. The following pages set out in
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more detail the evolution from the alternative policy options within the 9 topic
areas presented through the Issues and Alternative Options, through to the
policies presented at the Preferred Options stage. This analysis has
previously been published in the ‘Issues and Options – changes arising’
document, available on the Council’s website and in the Core Documents list
for the Local Plan examination as CDD9.
Climate change
3.9.2

The Climate Change section of the Issues and Alternative Options
consultation considered possible policy options to deal with adapting to and
mitigating against climate change. On pages 16 – 20 of that document 4
policy theme areas were identified covering: decentralised energy
production; large scale renewable energy production; sustainable
construction; and flood risk and coastal management.

3.9.3

Decentralised energy production: The incorporation of renewable energy
in new development is a way to reduce carbon emissions. Two options were
suggested: setting a district wide target for renewable energy; or no set
target but encourage the highest viable level of renewable energy at the time
of an application.

3.9.4

The main objective is to reduce carbon emissions, and renewable energy
generation is one part of the overall solution. Other factors include
sustainable construction, reducing the need to travel, design, and carbon
offsetting. Setting a target for renewable energy would therefore only partly
meet the objective. The Preferred Option Local Plan approach was based
more closely on the second option of no set target for renewable energy.
The focus was a target for reducing carbon emissions while encouraging
ways of achieving that reduction, including through renewable energy,
location of growth and travel plans.

3.9.5

The policies designed to achieve carbon reductions, included: S1
Sustainable Development (i – sustainable construction, and j – carbon
reduction); S6 Resilience (c – renewable energy); S7 Carbon Emission
Targets (42% reduction on 2009 levels); S9 Sustainable Transport; EN3
Climate Change Mitigation (renamed Carbon Reduction Plans in the
Proposed Submission Local Plan) Policy; and requirements for renewable
energy within the larger site allocations.

3.9.6

Large scale renewable energy production: This policy theme area
considered the specific potential for large scale renewable energy
generation. Only one option was proposed, encouraging such development
while considering potential consequences such as the visual, ecological and
residential amenity impacts.

3.9.7

The Teignbridge Renewable Energy Study (2010) was produced following
the consultation and identified limited opportunities for large scale wind or
hydro power. The suggested option was not followed through to the
Preferred Options as a specific policy. As with ‘decentralised energy
production’, the key issue is reduction in carbon emissions. The policy
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approach is therefore largely the same as set out in paragraph 3.9.5. The
impacts of large scale renewable energy proposals will be judged against the
relevant policies elsewhere in the Local Plan, such as landscape
designations.
3.9.8

Sustainable construction: The role of sustainable construction in reducing
carbon emissions was considered and 5 potential policy approaches were
set out: Plan area wide policies in advance of national requirements
(Building Regulations); await adoption of national requirements; encourage
adoption of parts of Code for Sustainable Homes and Commercial Buildings,
and Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment
(BREEAM) where viable; determine local requirements where opportunities
arise; or a combination of options.

3.9.9

The Local Plan has limited influence over construction, as this is dealt with
mainly through Building Regulations. However, there is opportunity for policy
to influence and encourage the most sustainable approach and seek to do
more than the minimum, while considering viability and practicality.

3.9.10 Proposing standards ahead of national requirements would be a proactive
approach and positively seek to reduce carbon emissions. However, it
requires sufficient evidence to show what is achievable and that it wouldn’t
affect viability. Conversely, awaiting the adoption of national requirements
would effectively be a ‘do nothing’ approach which would not require a policy
position. Due to national requirements, this approach would still help in
meeting the objective of reducing carbon emissions but would mean that
development that does not require Building Regulations Consent would not
be required to contribute.
3.9.11 Encouraging the adoption of parts of Code for Sustainable Homes and
BREEAM where viable is supportive and flexible but doesn’t require anything
to be done. This therefore raises issues about how effective it would be in
meeting the objectives. Likewise, determining local requirements where
opportunities arise is flexible but would be very focused on developments
rather than plan wide and reactive to proposals.
3.9.12 The selected approach was to choose Option 5, ‘A combination of options’ to
strike a balance between meeting the objectives, being sufficiently flexible to
be applicable to all development and ensuring that viability was not
compromised. The policy approach included: S1 Sustainable Development (i
– sustainable construction); and EN3 Climate Change Mitigation (renamed
Carbon Reduction Plans in the Proposed Submission Local Plan) with
supporting text referring to BREEAM and Code for Sustainable Homes. Site
allocations also contained a cross reference to EN3.
3.9.13 Flood risk and coastal management: Teignbridge is an area with 22 miles
of coastline, two main rivers leading into the English Channel, and a number
of smaller rivers and tributaries that feed in to them. Settlements are
historically located next to water sources and parts of the built up parts of the
district are at risk of flooding due to these watercourses, along with their
associated flood plains, and forecast rise in sea levels.
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3.9.14 The only option proposed was: avoid development in areas at unacceptable
risk of flooding and ensure that development does not increase flood risk.
This approach allows for consideration of both specific proposals and an
overall strategy for dealing with climate change implications related to sea
level rises. The proposed approach followed national advice and was
considered to be a practical, pragmatic approach. No alternative option was
obvious or suggested through the consultation.
3.9.15 To develop the site specific aspect of the option, site allocations in the
Preferred Option took account of flood risk, based on information provided
by the Environment Agency. The policies contained requirements for dealing
with flood risk where relevant. From the strategic point of view, a number of
policies contained requirements: S2 Quality Development (h – anticipates
environmental changes for future adaptation. This was removed at Proposed
Submission. A new criterion m) refers to the location and scale of SUDS); S6
Resilience (a – takes account of climate change and flood risk; b – Impact of
rainfall to be taken into account in design); WE11 Green Infrastructure (e –
includes SUDS as part of GI.); EN4 Flood Risk (requires development to
avoid flood risk areas, site selection to use a sequential approach. The
Proposed Submission expanded significantly to include reference to SUDS,
a detailed breakdown of the sequential approach to development in flood risk
areas, and criteria for assessing development proposals)
Green infrastructure and environmental networks
3.9.16 The Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks section of the Issues
and Alternative Options consultation considered possible policy options to
ensure that networks of multi-use open spaces are maintained, developed
and enhanced and that sufficient space is delivered alongside new
development. On pages 21 – 26 of that document 4 questions were
identified covering: Green Infrastructure and New Development; Planning for
Existing Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks; Criteria for
Defining Settlement Boundaries; and Criteria for Defining the Undeveloped
Coast.
3.9.17 Green Infrastructure and New Development: In considering the approach
to incorporating green infrastructure within new development, 4 options were
considered: no specific requirement; encourage delivery or funding of green
infrastructure alongside other development needs; require on-site provision;
a mixture of the second and third options.
3.9.18 No specific requirement acknowledges the cost burden to development and
the also the amount of land taken away from development to provide for
green infrastructure. However, in creating sustainable communities, a mix of
uses across the site, particularly the larger allocations is needed to provide a
balance and soften the visual impact. Nearly all sites within the Local Plan
are greenfield and have a variety of flora and fauna, including habitat,
breeding territories and foraging areas for cirl buntings, and flyways and
foraging areas for bats. In reality most areas will need to be safeguarded
from development because of this and it was therefore concluded that ‘no
specific requirement’ was not a realistic or appropriate option. Encouraging
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delivery is a more practical approach and ensures that a balance of uses is
provided. However, it does not specify were and could result in the green
infrastructure provision being made away from the development and its
impact. Consideration of the other development needs of a site allows for the
consideration of location and cost of new green infrastructure, and also the
potential impact on viability. The third option of on-site provision ensures that
any mitigation or recreational areas are provided where the need and impact
arises. However, it doesn’t give flexibility of complete off-site provision.
3.9.19 The final option brings together the option to balance green infrastructure
needs and its location. The Preferred Options document took an approach
based on elements of the second and third options, including: WE11 Green
Infrastructure (supports delivery and funding of GI, sets standards for on/offsite provision for new development) and site specific policies require
provision of GI as part of the allocation, on and off site.
3.9.20 Through the evolution of the plan it was concluded that some issues and
impacts were much broader than single allocations or proposals, requiring a
larger scale policy response. This includes reducing the impact on European
protected areas or other protected species, and utilising undevelopable
areas for a greater benefit. The specific green infrastructure policies which
do this are:
KK4 Aller Valley Trail
SWE1 including Ridge Top Park (Proposed Submission split SWE1 and
created SWE3 Ridge Top Park)
DA6 Strategic Blue and Green Route (Proposed Submission policy renamed
Dawlish Green Infrastructure)
DA7 Coastal Park
DA8 Green Infrastructure (Proposed Submission DA8 merged with DA6)
TE6 Nature Conservation (Proposed Submission this policy was deleted)
CH9 Green Infrastructure
CH10 Station Hill GI (Proposed Submission CH10 merged with CH9)
3.9.21 Planning for Existing Green Infrastructure and Environmental
Networks: The existing networks are an integral part of the character of the
district and the policy approach had to consider how best to recognise the
importance of these networks. Only one option was presented to deal with
this issue, which was to seek to preserve and enhance those networks as
part of the balance when determining planning applications.
3.9.22 WE11 Green Infrastructure a) seeks to protect, enhance and extend existing
GI and provide new or replacement facilities.
3.9.23 At the time of the Issues and Alternative Options, off-setting the impact of
development was still an emerging concept and there was insufficient
understanding to include a policy at preferred options stage. Further work
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was done towards the Submission stage and further commentary is provided
on this in Chapter 5 in relation to Policy EN8.
3.9.24 Criteria for Defining Settlement Boundaries: The role of a settlement
boundary is to guide development and define areas where it would and
would not be generally acceptable to build. There are exceptions to this
approach, in particular related to rural development. The approach of
defining a settlement boundary is common practice and the principle was not
brought in to question, as without them there would be sporadic, sprawling
development that would not necessarily focus growth in the most sustainable
locations.
3.9.25 For the Issues and Alternative Options criteria were set out for how
settlement boundaries would be drawn. No settlement boundaries were
included on the Preferred Options maps and only S21 Villages makes
reference to defining the boundaries. S22 Countryside refers to land outside
the main towns and places in Policy S21. The Proposed Submission policies
maps showed the settlement boundaries and Policy 21A Settlement Limits
was introduced to clarify the role of the boundaries in relation to planning
decisions for development.
3.9.26 Criteria for Defining the Undeveloped Coast: The National Planning policy
Framework (paragraph 114), which was in draft at the time of the Issues and
Alternative Options consultation, requires Local Plans to ‘maintain the
character of the undeveloped coast, protecting and enhancing its distinctive
landscapes, particularly in areas defined as Heritage Coast, and improve
public access to and enjoyment of the coast.’ With 22 miles of coastline and
previous Coastal Preservation Area designation, the policy consideration
was how best to do this.
3.9.27 Along with suggested criteria, there were two options: use the criteria set
out; or rely on settlement boundary policies to protect undeveloped coast.
3.9.28 The ‘criteria’ option identifies the full extent of the area for clarity, while
allowing a degree of flexibility for coastal businesses to continue to develop,
as opposed to a blanket restriction. The second option would remove
settlement limits, which by definition would not constitute ‘undeveloped’. This
alternative did not identify the extent of area to be considered as
‘undeveloped coast’, only areas that would not be.
3.9.29 To be effective, identification of the extent of the area covered by the policy
would be required. While the policies map was not produced at Preferred
Option stage, it was for Proposed Submission, based on the current Coastal
Preservation Area and excluding land within settlement limits. Policy EN2
Undeveloped Coast sets out how proposals will be dealt with. The Proposed
Submission version was significantly expanded to provide more assessment
criteria for proposals within the Undeveloped Coast.
Transport and other facilities
3.9.30 The Transport and Other Facilities section of the Issues and Alternative
Options consultation considered possible policy options to deal with
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providing access to homes, jobs and recreation, reducing the need to travel
and supporting viable alternatives to the private car. On pages 27 – 30 of
that document 2 policy theme areas were identified covering: Transport and
Accessibility; and Infrastructure and Community Facilities.
3.9.31 Transport and Accessibility: With increased mobility, patterns of travel
associated with new development can have significant impacts through
congestion and pollution. By shaping patterns of development and
influencing the location, scale, density and mix of land uses the Local Plan
can help to reduce the need to travel, reduce journey times and contribute
towards reducing the level of carbon emissions.
3.9.32 Three options were presented to achieve this objective: locate growth at
areas with access to a range of transport options and work towards
improved accessibility; require development to contribute towards
sustainable transport; or a mixture of both.
3.9.33 Locating growth in sustainable locations is a fundamental principle of good
planning. The creation of new infrastructure to support development will be
based on the capacity of the existing infrastructure to deal with the proposed
level of growth. The second option would partly result from the first option if
improvements were required as a result of development. As an option in its
own right, the second option could be asking for contributions regardless of
existing capacity and therefore be undeliverable in practice.
3.9.34 The Preferred Options approach was a hybrid, with strategic policies
supporting development at the main towns, including new infrastructure
where required. No development was proposed in rural areas due to the
limited options for sustainable travel. Strategic policies included: S5
Infrastructure; S9 Sustainable Transport; S10 Transport Networks; and at
Proposed Submission HT1 Heart of Teignbridge - Movement.
3.9.35 Infrastructure and Community Facilities: The provision of new and
improved infrastructure, including community facilities is essential to the
growth of sustainable communities. A table containing examples of
infrastructure and community facilities is included on page 20 of the Issues
and Alternative Options document.
3.9.36 One option was presented in relation to this policy area, which was to
provide new infrastructure to support new development, phased in step with
construction and taking account of viability. This approach seeks to create a
mix of development and support the social development of an area. No
alternative options were presented through the consultation. The Preferred
Options included one strategic policy (S5 Infrastructure) to support this
approach, with site specific requirements for infrastructure including
community facilities where appropriate.
Design quality
3.9.37 The Design Quality section of the Issues and Alternative Options
consultation considered possible policy options to deal with the visual
appearance of new development and its impact on the historic environment.
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On pages 31 – 32 of that document 1 policy theme area was identified
covering Delivering Design Quality.
3.9.38 Delivering Design Quality: The impact of good design, which can cover
external appearance, efficient use of land and layout, can be significant. Well
designed areas create a sense of place, community and pride, and
encourage walking and cycling. It can also set a high standard for other
development.
3.9.39 Three options were presented to deal with design: include detailed design
policies; include a commitment to high quality design but rely on a later
document for detail; or rely on national guidance, with Planning Policy
Statement (PPS) 1 cited.
3.9.40 A detailed design policy would set out a clear expectation and standard to be
achieved. The scope of such a policy could vary and would have to be
mindful of national guidance, which seeks to prevent Local Authorities from
being too prescriptive on design. Alongside this is the inherently subjective
nature of design.
3.9.41 A commitment to high quality design is good in principle but does not instruct
the decision maker and this brings in to question its effectiveness. Relying
on national guidance again gives no certainty. The reference to PPS1 being
a case in point, as this was superseded by the NPPF. However, there is
other national guidance, in particular Building for Life, which is widely
accepted as a flexible approach to assessing many aspects of what makes
good design.
3.9.42 The Preferred Option sought to set out a compromise of including a
commitment to high quality design (S1 Sustainable Development i) quality of
design) with some detailed guidance (S2 Quality Development). The
Proposed Submission subsequently deleted the reference in S1 to avoid
duplication, but embedded Building for Life criteria within Policy S2 to set a
strong framework but not be overly prescriptive.
Housing and affordable housing need
3.9.43 The Housing and Affordable Housing Need section of the Issues and
Alternative Options consultation considered possible policy options to deal
with the most appropriate way to meet housing need in the district. On pages
33 – 40 of that document 4 policy theme areas were identified covering:
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment; Affordable Housing
Threshold; Affordable Housing Targets; and Land to Provide Homes for
Gypsies and Travellers.
3.9.44 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: A fundamental part of
the Local Plan is the identification of an objectively assessed housing need
figure. Based on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, the need for
Teignbridge was identified as 740 new homes per year. Three options were
presented: meet the need; provide for more; or provide for less.
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3.9.45 A detailed assessment of these options is covered in more detail earlier in
this chapter and also relating to policy S4 in Chapter 5.
3.9.46 Affordable Housing Threshold: National guidance set a threshold of 15 for
housing development before a contribution towards affordable housing is
required. A Local Authority can set a lower threshold based on evidence.
Two options were presented for consideration: 5 dwellings in urban areas, 2
in rural; or any other suggested.
3.9.47 The first option was based on emerging evidence on viability of development
over the life of the Local Plan. The second option relied on responses and an
assessment of both the alternative suggested and the evidence supporting
the suggestion. No alternative thresholds were proposed that were
supported by evidence that justified a different total based on need or
viability.
3.9.48 Setting this target was considered to be both deliverable and critical in
delivering much needed affordable homes in the district.
3.9.49 Policy WE2 Affordable Housing Site Targets used option 1, but the Proposed
Submission changed the threshold for more than 4 dwellings in all places to
take account of responses at Preferred Options which challenged the low
threshold in rural areas and updated evidence on viability.
3.9.50 Affordable Housing Targets: When a contribution towards affordable
housing is required, the amount needs to be expressed based on evidence
of local need and taking into account viability. Two options were presented:
40%; or an alternative.
3.9.51 Achieving 40% would meet the need identified in the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment and start to address the significant under provision in
Teignbridge. To take account of viability, the Preferred Options policy was
stepped by 1% annually from 30% to a maximum of 40%. This was reflected
in policies S4 Land for New Homes (although the reference was removed
from the Proposed Submission) and WE2 Affordable Housing Site Targets.
The Proposed Submission policy changed the target to reflect viability
evidence and removed the stepped approach. While this would have a
negative impact on the provision of affordable housing, it is a requirement of
the NPPF to take viability into account and prepare policies accordingly.
3.9.52 No alternative targets were proposed that were supported by evidence that
justified a different total based on need or viability.
3.9.53 Land to Provide Homes for Gypsies and Travellers: The Local Plan is
required to plan for the housing needs of everyone. Within Teignbridge there
is a need for pitches for gypsies and travellers. Three options were
presented to meet this need: incorporate within strategic sites; include
criteria for applications; or allocate in rural and other areas.
3.9.54 Incorporation within strategic sites ensures that the sites will have access to
facilities in sustainable locations, be part of the new neighbourhoods and
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promote inclusion. It would also be a more proactive approach for
integration, as opposed to continuing to allow development in rural areas
that are not as sustainable as sites within or adjacent to the main towns. The
preferred location for gypsy and traveller sites is semi-rural with good access
to the main road network, but the Local Plan does not propose development
in semi-rural areas.
3.9.55 Including criteria would give certainty in appraising new proposals but would
be reactive and not positively seeking to meet need. It would acknowledge
the preference for the travelling community, creating a flexible approach.
Allocating in rural areas would reflect the travelling community’s preference,
but would be contrary to the principles within the Local Plan of allocating
growth close to existing communities, facilities and infrastructure.
3.9.56 A hybrid approach was taken through the Preferred Options, with a strategic
criteria based policy (WE6 Gypsy and Traveller Pitches) and specific
allocations (NA1 Houghton Barton, SWE1 South West of Exeter and at
Proposed Submission WE6A Middletree Park). This approach acknowledges
the preference of the travelling community while proactively planning for and
integrating new pitches into the future growth of the district.
Employment opportunities
3.9.57 The Employment Opportunities section of the Issues and Alternative Options
consultation considered possible policy options to deal with a variety of
employment related themes. On pages 41 – 51 of that document 8 policy
theme areas were identified covering: The Need for Additional Employment
Land; Distribution of Employment Land; Types of Sites for Employment
Uses; Retail and Town Centres; Planning for Growth and Change in the
Centres; Comparison Goods Floorspace; Convenience Goods Floorspace;
and Office Developments.
3.9.58 The Need for Additional Employment Land: The Local Plan assessed the
options for new employment land. Key objectives included reducing outcommuting and the need to travel, meeting future employment needs,
improving the local economy and supporting existing and new businesses.
Three options were proposed to look at how to support employment growth:
create a 1:1 ratio of jobs to working residents; lower growth and rely on jobs
outside the district; or higher growth.
3.9.59 A detailed assessment of these options is covered in more detail in
paragraphs earlier in this chapter and also in Chapter 5 relating to policy S3.
3.9.60 Distribution of Employment Land: To complement the decision on the
level of employment growth, and by association housing growth, was the
approach to where those jobs would be allocated. Only about one third of
new jobs would require land, with the remaining two thirds within existing
sites, including home working. Three options were proposed: distribution to
match housing; a Newton Abbot concentration; disperse away from Newton
Abbot to smaller settlements and rural areas.
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3.9.61 A distribution to match housing would provide a consistent approach to the
overall strategy and improve the sustainability of each place. However, most
locations do not have the same level of accessibility as Newton Abbot or
edge of Exeter and may struggle to attract new businesses.
3.9.62 A Newton Abbot concentration acknowledges the role of the town along with
the rest of the Heart of Teignbridge as the economic centre of the district,
with access to a large workforce and excellent communications with the A38,
mainline rail station, bus terminus and close proximity to Torbay. Focus in
one place could, however, undermine the sustainability of other places.
3.9.63 Dispersal away from Newton Abbot to smaller settlements and rural areas
would support the rural economy but the scale of employment growth would
not be proportionate to those places. It would also lead to an increase in
commuting to areas that do not have sustainable transport opportunities. To
rectify this situation would require significant investment in infrastructure and
public transport to the degree that it would be unviable, particularly as
investment would also be required to support the new housing developments
which may not be located in the same places.
3.9.64 A detailed assessment of the distribution options is assessed in more detail
earlier in this chapter. The Preferred Option allocated employment in each
main settlement but focused significantly more at Heart of Teignbridge due
to its better transport links and existing role and function. There were no
specific allocations in rural areas, but EC3 Rural Employment supported
economic growth in rural areas with detailed assessment criteria to be
applied.
3.9.65 Types of Sites for Employment Uses: To deliver the employment,
acknowledging the complexity of bringing sites forward due to low margins
for developers, the Local Plan considered the most appropriate way to
identify new sites. Three options were proposed: within urban extensions;
discrete business parks; or a combination of both.
3.9.66 Location within an urban extension helps to integrate development within
new neighbourhoods and provide a mix of uses into an area to help its
vibrancy. It allows the opportunity to live close to a place of work and can
assist in funding the necessary infrastructure and servicing that employment
development may not be able to do on its own. However, complexities arise
as larger developments require masterplanning, could have significant costs
and complex planning applications, and this could delay delivery.
3.9.67 Discrete sites take away the dependency on other development and single
business parks allow for a wider range of uses than could be achieved if
housing is located nearby, for example general industry. Depending on the
location, such large business parks could encourage more commuting, albeit
with the potential for improved servicing from new or improved public
transport routes.
3.9.68 A combined approach allows greater flexibility and allows for larger sites that
could be brought forward independently, along with integrated sites that
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support the creation of sustainable neighbourhoods. In some instances there
may be opportunities for business parks as part of the urban extension. This
is the approach taken through the Preferred Options and is set out through
the site allocations policies assessed in more detail in Chapter 5 of this
report.
3.9.69 Retail and Town Centres: There are 5 towns within the Teignbridge plan
area and the Local Plan considered the options to support their retail centres
and role within the district. Four options were presented: adopt a retail
hierarchy based on evidence and include appropriate facilities; elevate
Newton Abbot plus allocate new facilities at strategic sites across the plan
area; expand the hierarchy to include other local centres; or a combination of
the second and third options.
3.9.70 Along with the 4 options, consideration was given in the text to the role of
retail and leisure uses at Drumbridges, close to the A38. In paragraph 9.24
(page 46) of the Issues and Alternative Options document it sets out clearly
that despite the scale of the uses, it does not perform the role for its local
community and therefore isn’t considered to be a reasonable option.
3.9.71 The Retail and Leisure Study set out a hierarchy of the town centres based
on their present role and function:
Town Centre: Dawlish, Newton Abbot, Teignmouth
District Centre: Bovey Tracey, Ashburton
Local Centre: Chudleigh, Buckfastleigh, South West Exeter
3.9.72 This approach would continue to support the existing centres and focus retail
growth to support existing and future businesses. This approach would also
give a stronger support for investment in to the town centres. However, it
does not acknowledge the scale and role of Newton Abbot compared with
the other town centres. Ashburton and Buckfastleigh fall within the Dartmoor
National Park area and are therefore outside of the scope of the Local Plan.
South West Exeter does not have a centre and is of a comparable scale to
urban extensions at Newton Abbot, which are not listed as centres. It was
therefore not appropriate to identify South West Exeter as a centre within the
hierarchy.
3.9.73 As with employment, elevating Newton Abbot’s status would acknowledge its
role and accessibility but could serve to undermine the other centres which
do not have the same sphere of influence. This could have a negative impact
and result to reduced trade and therefore reduced provision.
3.9.74 The introduction of more centres to the hierarchy could dilute the
effectiveness of the policy and unrealistically raise expectations of what can
be achieved or supported in smaller town centres.
3.9.75 The Preferred Option (Policy S13) sets out a hierarchy which considered the
role, function and accessibility of Newton Abbot as the most appropriate and
sustainable location for new retail growth. Dawlish and Teignmouth, given
their scale were considered as lower order centres, with Chudleigh and
Bovey Tracey providing more local services.
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3.9.76 Planning for Growth and Change in the Centres (Comparison Goods
Floorspace): To support the ‘town centre first’ approach for delivering retail
development consideration was given to the most appropriate way to plan for
comparison goods (non-food items such as clothes, furniture and electrical
goods). Four options were presented: deliver all floorspace need identified in
evidence; deliver floorspace need to 2021 and review evidence; phase
delivery across the plan period and update evidence; or a combination of
these options.
3.9.77 Delivering all of the floorspace need identified in evidence (the Retail and
Leisure Study) would ensure that all forecast demand could be met within
the district. This would be beneficial for retaining spend, improving the town
centres and the local economy. It could give certainty of provision over the
life of the Local Plan and allow for the planning of long-term economic
strategies and investment.
3.9.78 There is a degree of unreliability of long-term (+10-15 years) forecasting for
retail need. Relying on a 20 year forecast could therefore result in under or
over provision if not reviewed. This could result in people having to travel to
other centres outside the district or increase pressure for new out of centre
development if insufficient sites are identified in the Local Plan to meet need.
3.9.79 The second option, of delivering the floorspace need to 2021 while reviewing
the evidence, could deal with the uncertainty of long-term forecasting. While
a review would require further changes to the Local Plan, it would allow a
more flexible approach and update on evidence that has a short life span.
The third option of phasing delivery across the plan period and update
evidence would allow the setting of a long-term target with the proviso of
being able to review the evidence and targets at identified times. This gives
greater flexibility, but as with option 1 could lead to an under or overprovision and create a degree of uncertainty.
3.9.80 The Local Plan took the pragmatic approach of setting a target to 2021 with
a review of evidence as the most appropriate strategy for long-term retail
planning. This acknowledges the changing nature of retail development and
would tie in with five yearly reviews of the Local Plan. It would also be the
most appropriate way to retain the focus on and investment in the existing
centres.
3.9.81 A further consideration on the overall need for comparison goods floor was
on the distribution and one option was presented, focusing any future
provision only at Newton Abbot, Teignmouth and Dawlish. This allowed the
focus on the main town centres within the district to support the local
economies. A dispersal of provision could undermine the role and function of
the centres and was therefore not considered to be a reasonable alternative.
3.9.82 Planning for Growth and Change in the Centres (Convenience Goods
Floorspace): As with comparison goods, the Local Plan also considered the
need for convenience goods floorspace (predominantly food and drink, but
including other everyday items such as cleaning products and newspapers).
Based on the evidence available only one option was proposed, which was
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for no new provision, subject to the delivery of new supermarkets proposed
at Dawlish and Teignmouth.
3.9.83 This approach acknowledged the abundant supply of convenience
floorspace within the district and that an overprovision could detract from the
main centres. No policy was proposed for new convenience goods
floorspace in the Local Plan, although there is scope for small scale
convenience goods provision within the urban extensions to meet local
needs.
3.9.84 Office Developments: Along with the employment provision there is also a
requirement to consider new office developments. These are primarily town
centre uses and three options were proposed: identify sites to meet office
floorspace; identify majority of sites in town centre and limited provision
elsewhere; or an even distribution of office development between town
centres and other sustainable locations.
3.9.85 Providing all the office development within the town centres would support
the role and function of those areas. The accessibility of the centres, with
good public transport opportunities and links to existing businesses would be
the most sustainable approach. However, they are also already heavily
developed so availability of land and costs for development or
redevelopment could restrict opportunities.
3.9.86 The Preferred Options identified appropriate, available and deliverable town
centre sites first and allows for some out of centre development within
strategic sites where it won’t undermine the role and function of the town
centre. This approach allows the flexibility but retains the control through the
planning application process to ensure an impact assessment forms part of
any proposal.
Settlements and Places, and Spatial Distribution
3.9.87 The Settlement and Places section of the Issues and Alternative Options
consultation considered the key issues and implications for growth at the
main towns. On pages 52 – 75 of that document each settlement was
assessed individually with a question of which of the 4 spatial distribution
options best met the needs for that settlement. On pages79 – 89 each of the
spatial distribution options was presented with a question of which was the
preferred approach.
3.9.88 The assessments of the spatial distributions are covered in more detail
earlier in this chapter.
Rural areas
3.9.89 The Rural Areas section of the Issues and Alternative Options consultation
considered possible policy options to deal with new housing in rural areas.
On pages 76 – 78 of that document 1 question covering 5 options for
housing in rural areas and general question regarding what defines a village.
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3.9.90 The housing options proposed were: allocate sites for market and affordable
housing; allocate for affordable housing only; no allocations, just windfalls
and exceptions; limit housing to affordable only; or prevent new housing all
together.
3.9.91 While focusing growth at the main towns is the most sustainable approach,
the district is largely rural. The Local Plan should consider options to meet
needs arising in these areas. The provision of market and affordable housing
provision could go beyond meeting local needs, encouraging more growth in
less sustainable locations.
3.9.92 Focusing only on affordable housing, through allocations, limiting what will
be permitted or exception sites, would meet need where it arises but could
be difficult to achieve given the lack of funding from central government or
cross subsidy from market housing.
3.9.93 Preventing new housing all together would not meet any form of need. It
would put a premium on house prices that are already high and way beyond
the means of rural workers, which could force people away from rural areas.
3.9.94 The Preferred Option took a balanced approach in retaining settlement limits
in the more sustainable rural areas (S21), supporting exceptions sites
including an allowance for cross-subsidy (WE5) and also supporting
Neighbourhood Plans (S23) that could allocate sites for new development if
there is a proven need.
3.9.95 With regards to the definition of a village, the Preferred Option included a list
of settlements defined as villages as they had close access to a shop, public
house, village hall, school and daily public transport services. The policy
allowed for a review for settlements which didn’t have all of those facilities
now but did so in the future, including support in principle for proposals to
bring forward such facilities.

3.10

Policy areas introduced after Issues and Alternative Options

3.10.1 The Issues and Alternative Options consultation included policy areas which
addressed the key strategic issues facing the area, as set out on page 14 of
that document. The policies listed in table 4 emerged as secondary
requirements of growth including overarching requirements for
environmental protection, social, physical and environmental infrastructure
and pollution. It also includes policies that relate to other forms of
development that require planning consent and therefore a policy position to
use in the determination of such applications. This includes extensions to
houses and listed buildings, tourism, shop fronts and agriculture related
development.
3.10.2 There were also a number of other policies that emerged between the
Preferred Options and Proposed Submission stages of Local Plan
production, which are included in the list, and identified using (PS) after the
title, set out in Table 4.
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3.10.3 The policies listed in Table 4 do not cover site specific allocations, as it is
focused only on the evolution of the strategic policies. A more detailed
assessment of these policies including their justification for inclusion is
contained in Chapter 5 of this report.
Table 4 - Policy areas introduced after Issues and Alternative Options
Theme

Policy

Strategy

S1A Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development (PS)
S11 Pollution
S12 Tourism
S23 Neighbourhood Plan
S24 Monitoring (deleted in PS)
S25 Ashburton and Buckfastleigh (PS)

Prosperous Economy

EC2 Loss of Business Sites (renamed Loss of Employment Sites in
PS)
EC4 Working From Home
EC5 Equine development
EC7 Primary Shopping Frontages EC8 Secondary Shopping
Frontages
EC9 Developments in Town Centres
EC10 Local Shops
EC11 Tourist Accommodation
EC12 Tourist Attractions

Wellbeing

WE1 Housing Plan, Monitor, Manage
WE4 Inclusive Design and Layout
WE7 Variety in New Dwellings (renamed Custom Build Dwellings in
PS)
WE8 Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings
and Boundary Treatments
WE9 Rural Workers Dwellings
WE10 Removal of Conditions Relating to Rural Workers Dwellings
WE12 Loss of Local Facilities
WE13 Protection of Recreational Land (PS)

Quality environment

EN1 Strategic and Local Open Breaks (renamed Strategic Open
Breaks in PS)
EN2A Landscape Protection and Enhancement (PS)
EN5 Heritage Assets
EN6 Air Quality
EN7 Contaminated Land
EN8 Biodiversity Protections and Enhancement
EN9 Important Habitat and Features
EN10 South Hams Special Area for Conservation (renamed
European Wildlife Sites in PS)
EN11 Important Species (renamed Legally Protected and Priority
Species in PS)
EN12 Trees and Hedgerows (renamed Woodlands, Trees and
Hedgerows in PS)
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3.11

Site allocations alternatives

3.11.1 A high level assessment of site availability created the initial 4 options tested
in the October 2012 report. The range of alternative sites with potential for
allocation was set out on page 43 of the October 2012 and is repeated
below, including further detail about what information was included and how
ownership and availability was established:
•

SHLAA: The SHLAA process involved a call for sites, asking
landowners to put forward any available land and completing a pro
forma which gave details of timescales for availability, any known
constraints, and any market interest. Landowners who had previously
promoted land were contacted through this process to confirm
continued interest. Land Registry searches were used to identify gaps
in emerging potential allocation areas, with the landowners contacted to
establish interest and availability of land. Sites which were considered
achievable (that is, suitable, achievable and developable) and were
within the strategic options for the Local Plan were assessed as
reasonable alternatives.

•

Community level planning: Between the Issues and Options
consultation and the production of the Preferred Options document a
series of workshops were held to consider the visions, objectives and
strategies for each of the towns. From these workshops a number of
sites were suggested and Land Registry searches were undertaken to
establish ownership before contacting the owners to establish their
interest in bringing the sites forward for development.

•

Preferred Options Local Plan stage: This was the first formal stage of
the Local Plan showing sites to be allocated. Respondents to the
consultation used this opportunity to promote alternative, additional or
larger sites for allocation.

•

Proposed Submission Local Plan stage: This stage was a further
opportunity for respondents to promote sites that had not been
allocated or appraised.

3.11.2 The SHLAA process provided the council with advice on which of those sites
were achievable, and also what further work may be needed to bring forward
the more difficult sites. Accordingly, the sources set out in the preceding
paragraph are considered to provide a comprehensive overview of
developable land, and therefore of the reasonable options. Detailed
assessments of the site allocation options are set out in Appendix 2 of the
October 2012 report and on pages 130-159 of this report.

3.12

Overall conclusion

3.12.1 The alternative options chosen are considered to be the reasonable ones
because they were realistic in terms of achieving the needs of the Local
Plan, the area and national guidance. The options chosen were also
considered to provide the opportunity of achieving reasonable progress
against the 9 sustainability objectives within the October 2012 report, striking
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an appropriate balance between social, economic and environmental
considerations, and being reasonably different to allow a thorough
assessment of alternatives.
3.12.2 At each stage of the Local Plan process there were opportunities to test the
robustness and appropriateness of the approach taken. Through the October
2012 report work to date and on reflection in this report it is considered that
all reasonable alternative options have been tested.
3.12.3 Chapter 5 of this report contains more detailed reasoning and rationale
behind the appraisal and justification of the policies within the Local Plan.
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4

Trans-boundary and interactive impacts update

4.1

Context

4.1.1

This chapter considers in greater detail the effect of the Teignbridge Local
Plan in combination with the plans and programmes of neighbouring bodies
and strategic infrastructure providers. Paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 EAPPR
2004 requires an “environmental report” to provide “An outline of… [the
plan’s] relationship with other relevant plans and programmes”. This section
describes the existing and emerging plans of relevant local planning
authorities and infrastructure providers, and considers what interactive
effects there may be in conjunction with them. It supplements the discussion
within the October 2012 and June 2013 reports and does not replace or
supersede any of the contents of those reports.

4.1.2

Trans-boundary and in-combination effects of the Teignbridge Local Plan
have previously been published through the Council’s Duty to Co-operate
statement with neighbouring plan making authorities. ‘In-combination’ effects
of the Teignbridge Local Plan on the natural environment have also been
published through the preparation of the Habitat Regulations Assessment.
This chapter brings those assessments into the environmental report.

4.2

Duty to Co-operate

4.2.1

The Duty to Co-operate came into effect in November 2011 (section 110 of
the Localism Act). This requires the Council to engage constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis with other local authorities and certain
prescribed organisations in relation to strategic matters during the
preparation of the Local Plan. The duty to cooperate is also reflected in the
NPPF (paragraph 118) where ‘local planning authorities will be expected to
demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues
with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for
examination’. The Council’s duty to cooperate statement details how the duty
has been met, which has included the collection of evidence (e.g. SHLAA
and SHMA) and engagement in evolving strategic planning policies for the
district. All neighbouring authorities have been consulted on the Local Plan
consultation documents, including its Publication Draft and accompanying
SA report. These neighbouring authorities have included Devon County
Council, Exeter City Council, Torbay Council, the Dartmoor National Park
Authority, and South Hams, Mid Devon and East Devon District Councils.
The Council has also engaged with the Marine Management Organisation,
which has responsibility for preparing a Marine Plan for the part of the district
extending seaward from the mean high water springs to the 12 nautical mile
limit.

4.3

Habitat Regulations Assessment

4.3.1

The Council has also undertaken a Habitat Regulations Assessment on the
emerging plan, in cooperation with Natural England. This was published in
June 2013. The HRA has identified potential for cross-border impact of Local
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Plan policies on European Sites, including the Greater Horseshoe Bat South
Hams SAC and the Exe Estuary SPA (extending into East Devon District
and with potential impact from development within Exeter City).
4.3.2

4.3.3

This part of the report contains:
•

A review of the salient policy content of local plans for each
neighbouring local authority area, focusing on the strategic provision of
new homes, employment land and retail floorspace. The review also
includes the Devon Waste and Minerals Local Plans, Devon and
Torbay local transport plan strategy, and programmes for highway,
power and water infrastructure provision that affect Teignbridge and the
wider sub-region.

•

An assessment of the likely in-combination cumulative, secondary and
synergistic impacts on Teignbridge and the wider sub-region of the
submission Teignbridge Local Plan with those local plans and
programmes of neighbouring local authorities and strategic
infrastructure providers. The assessment considers in turn each SA
objective and their related factors.

It should be noted that the EU SEA Directive and the EA Regulations 2004
make specific reference to consideration of trans-boundary effects in relation
to other member states of the European Union. The review of the
assessments undertaken in the October 2012 report confirms that the
policies in the Teignbridge Local Plan are not likely to result in measureable
impacts on other EU member states.

Local Development Plans of neighbouring authorities
Exeter

The Exeter City planning area is situated to the north of Teignbridge.
The Exeter Core Strategy was adopted in February 2012 and covers the
20 year period 2006-2026. The Core Strategy includes the following key
proposals: At least 12,000 dwellings (includes 4,900 commitments);
Around 60 hectares of employment land (includes 20 hectares already
committed); Up to 40,000 sq metres of net retail floorspace. Planned
growth will principally be distributed to: Monkerton / Hill Barton and
Newcourt as mixed use urban extensions to the east of the city (4,800
dwellings and about 21 hectares of employment land), 15 hectares of
employment land at Matford, and around 500 new homes planned as
part of the South West Exeter Urban extension, immediately adjoining
the mixed use allocation of 2,000 new homes within the Teignbridge plan
area; around 1,800 dwellings elsewhere in the city.
Exeter has regional and sub-regional status, and sphere of influence
with a significant catchment for employment, shopping, professional
services, education, health, leisure and culture. There exists potential for
secondary, cumulative and synergistic impacts of planned growth at the
city with planned growth in Teignbridge, including housing, jobs,
movement and impacts on the Exe Estuary SPA and Ramsar site.
Focused consideration is given to these impacts in relation the planned
urban extension to the south west of Exeter, which straddles the
planning administrative boundaries of Exeter city and Teignbridge.

East Devon

East Devon is situated to the east of Teignbridge, and Exeter City, with
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the border with Teignbridge running north-south along the river Exe.
The East Devon Local Plan was adopted in 2006. The majority of the
Local Plan’s policies remain saved. The Local Plan provides for 11,459
dwellings for the period 1995 – 2011, of which 7,742 were either built or
were consented. Of the remaining 3,717 dwellings, the Local Plan
makes provision for 133 dwellings on windfall sites, 2,900 dwellings in a
new community (Cranbrook) and 684 dwellings on other residential
allocations. The Local Plan also makes provision for a business park
(Skypark, 25.3 acres / 10.2 hectares), a new terminal at Exeter
International Airport, and an intermodal facility for the transfer of freight
and a freight distribution centre.
East Devon District Council is preparing the East Devon New Local Plan,
which has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent
examination. It is intended this plan will cover the 20 year period 20062026. The submitted new Local Plan includes the following key
proposals: 15,000 new homes (including 6,675 on strategic allocations,
1,133 on non-strategic allocations and 7,169 on non-allocated sites with
planning permission) and 150 hectares of land for employment purposes
(122 hectares on strategic allocations – with 80 hectares focused at the
‘West End’ at Cranbrook (15ha), Science Park (25ha), Skypark (40ha)
and Exeter Airport Business Park expansion (5ha). About 67% of
strategic housing allocations is focused at the new settlement at
Cranbrook (3,100), and on the edge of Exeter city at Pinhoe (800) and
north of Blackhorse (600) to the east of the city. Other strategic and nonstrategic housing allocations are proposed at area centres (towns)
elsewhere in the district.
The significant growth planned at the ‘West End’ has potential for
secondary, cumulative and synergistic impacts with planned growth in
Teignbridge. This specifically relates to the provision of housing, jobs,
and impacts on the Exe Estuary SPA and Ramsar site.
Mid Devon

Mid Devon District is situated to the north and northwest of Teignbridge.
The three main towns in Mid Devon are situated away from the border
with Teignbridge, the closest being Crediton.
The Mid Devon Core Strategy was adopted in 2007 and covers the 20
year period 2006 to 2026. The Core Strategy includes the following key
proposals: provision of 6,800 dwellings, 300,000 square metres of
employment floorspace, and 10,000 square metres of retail floorspace.
Growth is focused at the towns of Tiverton, Cullompton and Crediton
(which serves the western part of Mid Devon nearest to Teignbridge).
The Allocations and Infrastructure Development Plan Document was
adopted in January 2011. This includes provision for 5,134 new homes
on allocated sites, focused at Tiverton (2,360), Cullompton (1,665), and
Crediton (413).
Mid Devon District Council has commenced a review of its Local Plan,
with consultation on scoping papers held in the summer 2013. Technical
evidence is currently in progress that will inform the new Local Plan,
including housing, employment and retail need. It is considered unlikely
Local Plan proposals in Mid Devon will directly influence Teignbridge.
However, housing provision in Mid Devon will have a positive cumulative
impact through meeting housing need across the Exeter SHMA.

Dartmoor

About one third of Teignbridge district is situated within the Dartmoor
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National Park

National Park. This western part of Teignbridge, including the towns of
Ashburton and Buckfastleigh (part of which falls within the Teignbridge
planning area), is therefore subject to policies in the adopted Dartmoor
National Park Core Strategy (2008) and Development Management
Development Plan Document (2013).
In light of the duties of the National Park designation, the Core Strategy
makes provision for constrained growth only for the period 2006 to 2026.
Housing development is targeted at providing affordable housing for
local needs at Local Centres and Rural Settlement. The plan provides for
sustaining local employment opportunities through the expansion and
development of existing businesses and support for small scale
development at Local Centres and Rural Settlements. The plan includes
minerals and waste planning policies.

South Hams

South Hams district borders the south western part of the Teignbridge
plan area. The South Hams Core Strategy was adopted in 2006 and
covers the period 2001 to 2016. Key proposals include provision for
about 6,000 new dwellings and 62 hectares of employment land, with
4,000 new dwellings and 18 hectares of employment land at the
Sherford New Community. Elsewhere growth is focused at the Area
Centres Dartmouth, Ivybridge, Kingsbridge and Totnes (the closest Area
Centre to Teignbridge) and at local centres. An Area Action Plan for
Sherford, and other development plan documents have subsequently
been adopted. There also remain a number of ‘saved’ policies from the
South Hams Local Plan 1996.
The South Hams fall outside the Exeter Housing Market Area. Therefore
housing provision in the South Hams will not contribute towards meeting
need in the Exeter Housing Market Area. However, potential may exist
for cumulative impacts of planned growth in South Hams and
Teignbridge on the Greater Horseshoe Bat South Hams SAC.

Torbay

Torbay adjoins the southern border of Teignbridge and comprises the
three interconnected towns of Torquay, Paignton and Brixham. It is a
unitary authority area and as such Torbay Council has responsibilities for
education, social services, highways, libraries, waste disposal and
minerals.
The Torbay Local Plan was adopted in 2004 and all but three of its
policies were ‘saved’. The Local Plan provided for 6,200 dwellings for the
period 1995 to 2011. Torbay Council has commenced the preparation of
a new Local Plan, to cover the 20 year period 2012 to 2032. It is
intended this will eventually supersede ‘saved’ policies in the adopted
Torbay Local Plan (2004) and will ‘dovetail’ with Neighbourhood Plans
for Torquay, Paignton and Brixham. The consultation document ‘A
Landscape for Success: The Plan for Torbay for 2032 and beyond’
suggests: provision for 38 hectares of mixed employment space as
strategic employment sites around Torquay Gateway and the West of
Paignton; between 8,000 to 10,000 new homes through regeneration
and mixed use developments. The new Local Plan will promote a town
centres first approach to retail, focused on Torquay, Paignton and
Brixham.
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Devon Waste
Local Plan
(2006) and DCC
Emerging Waste
Plan (2012)

Devon County Council is the waste planning authority for the
Teignbridge Local Plan area, and also for the adjoining Exeter, East
Devon, Mid Devon and South Hams Local Plan areas. Torbay Council
and the Dartmoor National Park Authority are responsible for preparing
their own waste planning policies.
The Devon Waste Local Plan (2006) covers the period to 2016. Devon
County Council intends to replace this with a new Devon Waste Plan,
which will carry forward work undertaken for the preparation of a Waste
Core Strategy. The Devon Waste Plan will include the waste planning
strategy for Devon, strategic site allocations and development
management policies. A pre-submission Consultation Devon Waste Plan
was published in December 2013. This has regard to the cross-boundary
movement of waste, which will alter during the period covered by the
waste plan, with some household waste currently being landfilled in
Devon being managed through energy recovery in Plymouth from 2015.
A large amount of waste generated in Torbay is landfilled at Heathfield.
However, this will reduce in future with the new energy from waste
facility on Plymouth. Newton Abbot is identified as one of three foci in
Devon for strategic waste development (alongside Exeter and
Barnstaple). Heathfield (Kingsteignton) is identified as one of five
locations for new energy recovery facilities.

Devon County
Minerals Local
Plan (2004);
DCC Emerging
Minerals Plan
(2011)

Devon County Council is the minerals planning authority for the
Teignbridge Local Plan area, and also for the adjoining East Devon, Mid
Devon and Exeter City Local Plan areas. However, it does not cover
Torbay or the Dartmoor National Park, which also adjoin Teignbridge.
The Devon Minerals Local Plan was adopted in 2004, 57 of its policies
are ‘saved’ and remain in force. The minerals Local Plan identifies active
mineral sites, the extent of their permissions, Mineral Consultation
Areas, Buffer Zones and Areas of Mineral Resource. Mineral
Consultation Areas in the Teignbridge planning area include: Haldon
(sand and gravel), Babcombe/Sands Copse at Kingsteignton (sand and
gravel), Bovey Basin (Ball Clay), Palace at Chudleigh(Limestone),
Bickley Ball at Kingsteignton (Limestone), Zig Zag at Kingskerswell
(sand and gravel), Stoneycombe at Kingskerswell (Limestone) and
Whitecleaves at Buckfastleigh (igneous rock).
Devon County Council published a Minerals Core Strategy options
consultation paper in February 2011. It is intended this will new plan will
cover the period to 2031. The consultation paper continues to recognise
the national importance of ball clay in the Bovey Basin, the role of sand
and gravel in the Newton Abbot area in supplying aggregates to meet
the social and economic needs of Devon and contributing to the needs
of the wider region.

Local Transport
Plan – Devon
and Torbay
Strategy 20112026 (2011)

This is a 15 year plan, which aims to deliver a transport system that can
meet economic, environmental and social challenges. The LTP also
provides a positive link between sustainable travel and delivering health
improvements.
The plan has five key objectives:
•
•
•

Deliver and support new development and economic growth
Make best use of the transport network and protect the existing
transport asset by prioritising maintenance
Work with communities to provide safe, sustainable and low carbon
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•
•
Highways
Agency – Pinch
Point
Programme
2012/13 to
2014/15

transport choices
Strengthen and improve the public transport network
Make Devon the ‘place to be naturally active’

The Highways Agency’s national Pinch Point Programme for the period
2012/13 to 2014/15 includes two projects in the Teignbridge plan area:
A38 Drumbridges Roundabout improvement, Newton Abbot (Autumn
2014 to Spring 2015). Planned work at the junction between the A38
and the A382 to improve congestion.
A38/A380 Splatford Split Additional Lane (Autumn 2014 to Spring 2015).
Extension of the two lanes of the A380 through to the junction with the
A38 trunk road.

National Grid
and Western
Power
Distribution

The role of the National Grid is to connect development to energy it
uses, investing in energy infrastructure, including pipes and wires. The
National Grid works with stakeholders to promote the development and
implementation of sustainable, innovative and affordable energy
solutions. National Grid owns and operates the major part of the
country’s natural gas transmission and distribution network, and the high
voltage electricity transmission system. There are no National Grid large
scale infrastructure projects currently programmed for the Teignbridge
plan area.
Western Power Distribution covers the South West, including
Teignbridge. It provides a network of lines, cables and transformers to
step down voltages to provide electricity to towns and villages. Western
Power Distribution is responsible for : Maintaining the electricity network
on a daily basis; Repairing the electricity network when faults occur ;
Reinforcing the electricity network to cope with changes in the pattern of
demand; Extending the network to connect new customers.

South West
Water – Water
Resources Plan
2010-2035
(2009) and
Teignbridge
Water Cycle
Study – Scoping
Study (May
2010)

The Water Resources Plan sets out the strategy for the Cornwall and
Devon area to ensure a secure supply of water through to the year
2034/35.
Teignbridge falls within the Roadford Strategic Supply Area and the
Wimbleball Strategic Supply Areas, two of three strategic supply areas in
the south west. The Water Resources Plan shows that South West
Water will maintain a surplus of supply over demand plus headroom until
2034/35 as a result of demand management measures and further
investment in water supply infrastructure.
The Teignbridge Water Cycle Study – Scoping Study provides an
overview on:
•
•
•
•

Teignbridge SA
Objective

Capacity issues with regards to water treatment works, clean water
network and water resources in Teignbridge;
Capacity issues with regards to wastewater treatment capacity and
wastewater network (pipe routes) in Teignbridge;
Potential impacts of future water abstraction and wastewater
discharge near water dependent European Sites; and
Water quality issues with respect to the discharge of wastewater
and surface water, groundwater quality, and management of gravity
and pumped discharges within the TDC administrative area

The effect of the Teignbridge Local Plan in combination with the
neighbouring local development plans
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A Natural
Environment

Natural Habitats and Biodiversity; flora and fauna / Wildlife and Species
The Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the TLP submission was
published in June 2013. This contains key information regarding the
potential for impact of development on the natural environment
(specifically European sites), including potential for interactive effects
with neighbouring local development plans. The HRA has considered
potential for impact in relation to urbanisation, recreation, water
resources and water quality, and air quality.
Relevant salient content is referred to in this SA. The HRA has identified
that the majority of policies proposed in this plan are not likely to have a
significant effect on any European site. However, the overall quantum of
development proposed in the plan (12,534 dwellings, in addition to about
57,000 dwellings existing in the district), and its nature and proximity to a
number of European sites within and around Teignbridge is such that the
likelihood of significant effects cannot be ruled out. In particular this
relates to the Greater Horseshoe Bat South Hams SAC, the Exe Estuary
SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC, Dartmoor SAC and South Dartmoor
Woods SAC, Lyme Bay to Torbay cSAC, and also to the Pebblebed
Heaths SPA/SAC (within East Devon district).
The quantum of development proposed in the TLP submission, together
with proposed new homes in the plan areas for Exeter City, Mid Devon,
Torbay, South Hams, East Devon and the Dartmoor National Park could
have an in-combination adverse impact on the integrity of these
European Sites. This is considered further for each European site.
Greater Horseshoe Bat South Hams SAC
The Greater Horseshoe Bat South Hams SAC extends into the
Teignbridge plan area, covering a significant area around Chudleigh and
Kingsteignton. It also covers part of the South Hams, Torbay and
Dartmoor National Park. The South Hams SAC is thought to hold the
largest population of Greater Horseshoe Bats in the UK (more than 1000
adult bats, 31% of the UK species population). There exists a risk of
potential in-combination effects of development in Teignbridge and in
neighbouring authorities with responsibilities for the South Hams SAC,
on the integrity of bat habitat including roosts, flyways and areas for
foraging. Principally this is through severance and light pollution.
The HRA indicates that potential in-combination effects on the South
Hams SAC, through development in Teignbridge and in neighbouring
planning authorities (Dartmoor National Park, Torbay and South Hams),
can be mitigated through the introduction of a landscape scale Greater
Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Strategy. This should be prepared and
published in collaboration with other planning authorities with
responsibilities for the South Hams SAC as a supplementary planning
document. The Strategy can replace relevant guidance by Natural
England and identify the requirements for and provision of measures
necessary to mitigate the likely affects of all types of developments (both
alone and in combination with other projects) in all areas where there
could be an adverse affect on the integrity of the South Hams SAC.
The Council has proposed minor changes to the TLP submission which
make clear the requirement for the Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation
Strategy and securing bespoke greater horseshoe bat mitigation plans
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for large-scale development proposals. The Teignbridge Green
Infrastructure Strategy (July 2011) has identified a series of green
corridors that could support and enhance the main strategic flyways
around Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton, Kingskerswell and Bovey Tracey.
Dartmoor SAC and South Dartmoor Woods SAC
The HRA has concluded that since it cannot be stated with complete
confidence that recreational pressure resulting from the proposed
housing allocations in Teignbridge will not damage the integrity of the
Dartmoor and South Dartmoor Woods SACs, it is impossible to rule out
an adverse effect on integrity from recreational pressure. Largely this
includes trampling and damage to vegetation in woodland, heaths and
bogs, and also disturbance to salmon spawning areas through water
based recreation activities.
However the levels of increased access associated with new housing
and tourism in Teignbridge are likely to be relatively low due to the
distance development will be from most parts of the SAC and the
remoteness of much of the sites. The HRA recommends ongoing
monitoring of visitor pressure and possible associated biological change
to provide early warning. As such the Council should liaise with the
Dartmoor National Park Authority, other local planning authorities and
Natural England about this work.
Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC
Proposed new homes in the plan areas for Teignbridge, Exeter City and
East Devon could, without mitigation, have an in-combination adverse
impact on the integrity of protected European Sites at the Exe Estuary
SPA, Dawlish Warren SAC and Pebblebed Heaths SAC/SPA. This is
principally through increased recreational pressure (walking and dog
walking) and resultant disturbance to wintering birds on the Exe Estuary
(protected species, including Avocet and Slavonian Grebe), and
trampling and damage to vegetation, nutrient enrichment and fire risk at
Dawlish Warren.
Recreation pressure on these protected European Sites has been the
focus of the South-east Devon European Site Mitigation Strategy
(published June 2013). This is a report prepared by Footprint Ecology
consultants and jointly commissioned by Exeter City, Teignbridge and
East Devon District Councils, with the involvement of Natural England.
The Strategy is intended to replace the current Joint Interim Approach by
these three authorities to provide mitigation and management. It will be
the fundamental mitigation necessary to enable growth set out in the
TLP submission to proceed, to prevent recreational and tourism impacts.
The Strategy advocates a suite of recommended mitigation measures to
offset the impacts of recreational visits. This includes the provision of
suitable alternative natural greenspace (SANGS) to divert visitors away
from the European sites. The TLP submission allocates land for two
SANGS at the South West of Exeter (SWE3 Ridge Top Park) and at
Dawlish (DA7 Dawlish Warren Coastal Park). The provision of suitable
alternative natural greenspace in both locations will provide opportunities
to intercept visitors and reduce trips to the protected European Sites.
The Ridge Top Park allocation significantly exceeds the Natural England
guideline 8 hectares per 1000 population in relation to the proposed
2,500 new homes through policy SWE1. It could therefore also help
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mitigate potential impacts arising through planned growth within the
Exeter City plan area and in the adjacent East Devon area. The Southeast Devon European Site Mitigation Strategy includes reference to
proposed SANGS in East Devon (Exmouth Valley Parks, Clyst Valley
Regional Park) and also in Exeter city (Exe Riverside Valley Park,
Mincinglake Valley Park, and Monkerton Ridge).
Lyme Bay to Torbay cSAC
This candidate marine SAC extends from Beer Head to the south west of
Seaton (East Devon) westwards to Torbay. It features reefs and
submerged or partially submerged sea caves and is one of the best
areas in the UK for both Annex 1 habitat types. The HRA concludes
development set out in the TLP submission is not likely to result in any
potential impacts on the Lyme Bay to Torbay cSAC.
Pebblebed Heaths (East Devon Heaths SPA / East Devon Pebblebed
Heaths SAC)
The potential for harm to the Pebblebed Heaths is principally through the
impacts of recreation through disturbance to ground nesting birds
(protected species including Nightjar and Dartford Warbler), trampling
and damage to vegetation and nutrient enrichment.
Available survey data shows that 83% of visits to the Pebblebeds come
from East Devon residents, while only 5% come from Teignbridge
residents (and these are not regular visits). The HRA states that since
the number of visitors from Teignbridge is low the impacts of
development in Teignbridge when considered alone, will be relatively
small. However, where a large amount of development is proposed in
the north eastern part of Teignbridge (i.e. at the South West of Exeter
through Policy SWE1) this could increase visitor numbers to the
Pebblebeds. The HRA concludes that considered alone, the impacts of
this potential increase may not be significant. However, in-combination
with increases in housing in other adjacent areas (Exeter City and East
Devon), the risk of significant effects cannot be ruled out.
The TLP submission includes proposed mitigation though the allocation
of a Ridge Top Park (Policy SWE3) to provide suitable alternative natural
greenspace (SANGS) to the immediate south of the proposed urban
extension at the South West of Exeter. The Ridge Top Park will cover an
area of approximately 70 hectares. Since this significantly exceeds
Natural England’s guideline 8 hectares per 1000 population in relation to
the planned 2,500 new homes in this location (2,000 in Teignbridge and
500 in Exeter City) it could also help mitigate recreational impacts
through increased resident population in the wider south west of Exeter
area. This could include other current plan led and consented housing
(including at Exminster village) and through the likely continued growth
of Exeter city as a regional / sub-regional centre. This overprovision is
consistent with the precautionary principle.
Water Quality and Abstraction
The HRA considers the impact of planned growth on water quality and
water abstraction. This is in relation to the potential for secondary and
negative cumulative effects on European Sites. The HRA draws from the
Teignbridge Water Cycle Scoping Study, which in turn draws from data
gathered from South West Water (SWW) and the Environment Agency.
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Water Quality
The HRA of the TLP submission notes the findings of the Teignbridge
Water Cycle Scoping Study, which has concluded that (and taking
account of the planned improvements at Chudleigh), that the existing
capacity and the proximity of the other WwTW discharge locations to
European sites, means that impacts are considered to be negligible.
The Council has proposed minor changes to the TLP submission Policy
S11 in response to the HRA, to include the following additional clause:
Additional housing developments within the Local Plan Area, particularly
for the allocations in S14, S15, S16, S18, S19, and S20, will not be
permitted until South West Water have confirmed that their waste water
treatment works serving these developments have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the additional development and can ensure that there
would be no increase in the levels of pollutants likely to have an adverse
effect on the integrity of the Dartmoor SACs (e.g. likely to affect
migrating salmon moving up and down the District's rivers).
Water Abstraction
The HRA of the TLP Submission notes there are no public water supply
abstractions form the Dawlish Warren SAC, Exe Estuary SPA, Ramsar
Site and European Marine site or South Hams SAC. The Teignbridge
Water Cycle Scoping Study (section 4 Water Resources) concludes that
there is adequate capacity within the Roadford Strategic Supply Area in
west Devon to supply future development. Within the South West Water
– Water Resources Plan 2010-2035 (2009), there is a planned
‘sustainability reduction’ of 4.8 Ml/d associated with recommendations
from the Environment Agency linked to abstraction licences that are
considered to be hydrologically connected to the Dartmoor SAC and will
therefore potentially provide improvements on existing conditions.
Potable water supply is therefore not considered to be a constraint to
proposed growth in Teignbridge over the plan period and is unlikely to
have an adverse effect on any European sites.
Air Quality
The HRA recognises that poor air quality can affect the integrity of
European sites. N (nitrogen) deposition can for example affect plant
species and hence ecosystems in bogs, heathland, and forests. The
most serious pollutant affecting heathland is nitrogen due to nitrogen
oxides (NOx) mostly from traffic and industry emissions and ammonia
(NH3) mainly from agriculture. The HRA includes data for modelled N
deposition loads on SACs and SPAs in and around Teignbridge. This
indicates the maximum critical load is exceeded for many of the primary
and qualifying features of the Dartmoor, Dawlish Warren and South
Dartmoor Woods SACs and for the habitat supporting Annex 1 bird
species on the Pebblebed Heaths SPA. The HRA acknowledges there is
difficulty in identifying the source of the pollution, and that most of the N
and SO2 comes from sources outside the control of the Council.
However, it considers the main sources of local N enrichment in the
Teignbridge area are from road transport and agriculture. Concern is
therefore centred on any increase in emissions either as a result of a
general increase in traffic levels or from new housing and employment
developments within the district, from localised effects from increased
traffic on the roads close to the SACs or from proposals for new
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intensive livestock operations. The Council’s Air Quality Management
Plan (2010) already includes actions to help address poor air quality in
four Air Quality Management Areas at Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton,
Teignmouth and Dawlish. Through improving local air quality these
actions will also help to reduce general levels of N emissions that may
be affecting European sites.
The HRA has made the following observations:
Any additional road traffic from new development within Teignbridge is
unlikely to contribute to any air pollution impacts on the Dartmoor and
South Dartmoor Woods SAC and the East Devon Pebblebed Heath SAC
and East Devon Heaths SPA. This is since these European sites are
located away from the main urban areas and from main road networks.
In respect of the Dawlish Warren SAC the nitrogen inputs exceed the
minimum level critical load but not the maximum. In these circumstances
and bearing in mind that N levels are forecast to come down generally,
no immediate action needs to be taken, but it is recommended that the
situation should be monitored, and revisited at the time of any plan
review, when any necessary mitigation should be included in policy.
Figures for N depositions on the Exe Estuary SPA, although above the
minimum critical levels, are unlikely to be of concern but should be
periodically checked on the APIS (UK Air Pollution Information System)
website to confirm the downward trends. As with Dawlish Warren, this
should be revisited at the time of any plan review.
The A38 trunk road is close to the Buckfastleigh Caves and Chudleigh
Woods and Caves SSSI’s both of which form part of the South Hams
SAC. N deposition from road traffic may therefore affect interest features
at both sites, including foraging habitats of Greater Horseshoe Bats. As
such monitoring is needed in parts of the South Hams SAC close to this
trunk road.
The HRA has recommended that amendments be made to the TLP
submission Policy S11 (Pollution) in relation to water and water quality.
Consequently the Council has proposed modifications to this policy
requiring that:
Additional housing developments within the Local Plan Area, particularly
for the allocations in S14, S15, S16, S18, S19, and S20, will not be
permitted until South West Water have confirmed that their waste water
treatment works serving these developments have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the additional development and can ensure that there
would be no increase in the levels of pollutants likely to have an adverse
effect on the integrity of the Dartmoor SACs (e.g. likely to affect
migrating salmon moving up and down the District's rivers),
Proposals for intensive livestock rearing units within 5km of the South
Hams SAC, Dawlish Warren SPA and the Dartmoor SACs will be
required to demonstrate that they will not have a significant effect on a
European site through emission of ammonia, and any development
proposal should be accompanied by the necessary information to enable
the local planning authority to undertake a project level Habitat
Regulations Assessment.
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CIL and Infrastructure for Habitat Regulations Mitigation
The Teignbridge HRA has included reference to concern by Natural
England over how the provision of funding for infrastructure will be
prioritised so that Habitat Regulation’s mitigation is given necessary
priority. This includes sufficient certainty over the financial commitment
to deliver the SANGSs to the required quality and in perpetuity at the
Coastal Park (Dawlish) and the Ridge Top Park (South West of Exeter).
The Council has proposed changes to the TLP submission Policy S5,
following recommendations made in the HRA, that all mitigation for
impacts to European sites shall be considered as critical in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and sufficient contributions, to ensure that
provisions remain in the long-term, will be taken from the CIL pot for
Habitat Regulations mitigation measures before funding is used for other
types of infrastructure.
Natural Landscape character
TLP policy EN2A retains Areas of Great Landscape Value. This will have
a positive cumulative effect with neighbouring authority Local Plans
through helping to protect high quality local landscape across the subregion.
TLP policy EN2A and site specific policies for development at Bovey
Tracey include measures to mitigate impact on the landscape setting
adjoining the Dartmoor National Park.
TLP policy EN1 provides for strategic open breaks between settlements
of Kingskerswell and Abbotskerswell and neighbouring Torbay, and also
between Exminster and Exeter city. This will help to protect the
landscape character of these areas, and the setting and local identity of
settlements.
Coastal Development
The Teignbridge Local Plan protects estuarine and coastal landscape
through the designation of Undeveloped Coast. The can have a positive
cumulative effect with similar Undeveloped Coast designations proposed
in emerging local plans for neighbouring East Devon and Torbay.
Conclusion
Potential in-combination negative cumulative impacts of neighbouring
local authority plans on European sites can be mitigated through:
Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Strategy (South Hams SAC), South
East Devon European Site Mitigation Strategy (Exe Estuary SPA,
Dawlish Warren SAC and Pebblebed Heaths SAC/SPA). This includes
the provision of SANGs and through monitoring work between the
authorities. There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact
across the sub-region through plan area wide landscape protection
policies and undeveloped coast designations in Teignbridge and in
neighbouring local authority areas.
B Built
Environment

Design and build quality of new development/Cultural heritage/
Townscape/regeneration/public art
TLP policy S2 promotes high quality design in new development,
including provision for public art. This will have a positive cumulative
effect with similar design related policies in neighbouring authority local
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plans to help raise standards across the sub-region.
Conservation Area/Archaeology – SAMS
TLP policy EN5 protects and enhances area’s heritage. This will have a
positive cumulative effect with similar policies in neighbouring authority
local plans to protect and enhance heritage assets across the subregion.
Gateways
TLP policy SWE1 can improve the gateway to the south west of Exeter
city through high quality design in new development.
Conclusion
There will an in-combination positive cumulative impact across the subregion through Local Plan policies in Teignbridge and in neighbouring
local authority areas which raise design standards, protecting and
enhancing heritage assets across the sub-region.
C Climate
Change

Provision of open space in urban environments
Open spaces can help urban environments adapt to climate change
through a number of means, including: providing shade, flood storage,
increased infiltration and reduced run off , helping to cool air
temperatures, improved air quality and providing habitat for biodiversity.
The provision of green infrastructure at South West of Exeter (TLP policy
SWE1) and at the Heart of Teignbridge (HT3) can have a positive
cumulative effect with policies to provide open space in development in
neighbouring Torbay and Exeter. Broader networks of open space can
serve to alter peoples’ behavioural patterns for recreation locally,
encouraging walking and cycling, and reducing trips by car (and hence
use of fossil fuels and emission of pollutants) to recreation destinations
potentially further away.
Reducing the need to travel (carbon savings)
TLP policies for the allocation of land for employment uses can offset
potential negative secondary / indirect effects of planned improved job
opportunities in neighbouring authority areas, where such improved job
opportunities could otherwise lead to increased travel / out-commuting
from Teignbridge.
TLP policies for mixed use development can provide local shops,
education, health-care and job opportunities helping improve the self
containment of places. This can bring positive cumulative effects of
carbon savings across the sub-region with similar policies in
neighbouring authority areas.
Development on the edge of Exeter through policy SWE1 can have a
positive cumulative impact with development in Exeter, through
supporting public transport in the city.
Reduce flood risk and the threat to people and property
TLP policy EN4 Flood Risk and policies for development at Bovey
Tracey (e.g. BT3 Challabrook) and at the South West of Exeter (SWE1)
can have a neutral effect on flood risk in the respective neighbouring
authority areas at the Dartmoor National Park and Exeter city. This can
be achieved through avoiding development in flood plains and the
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inclusion of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (TLP policy S2). TLP
policy S6 Resilience specifically considers likely climate change impacts
in assessing the flood risk of developments.
Cycle and walking provision to support reductions in car travel
The provision of cycle and walking links extending to neighbouring
authority planning areas can have positive cumulative effects in helping
to encourage modal shift in travel between those planning areas.
Examples include TLP Policies S10, HT1 and SWE1 that promote
cycling and walking, including to the Dartmoor National Park, Torbay and
to Exeter city. Policies in neighbouring authority existing and emerging
local plans promote walking and cycling within their areas, which can
also include links to Teignbridge (e.g. new Torbay Local Plan Policy TA2
and Exeter Core Strategy Policy CP9).
Promote the usage of renewable sources of energy and support energy
efficiency
TLP policy EN3 will have a positive cumulative effect with similar policies
in neighbouring authority local plans which promote improved energy
efficiency and use of renewable sources of energy in new development
across the sub-region. The reduction of carbon emissions in the TLP
area will contribute towards similar efforts across the sub-region to help
address global climate change.
Policy SWE1 supports the potential for energy from waste from Marsh
Barton (within Exeter city).
Conclusion
The potential negative secondary impact of economic growth at Exeter
and Torbay through increased commuting from Teignbridge can be
mitigated through improved self-containment through mixed use
development at the main towns. There will be an in-combination positive
cumulative impact across the sub-region through local plans and
programmes in Teignbridge and neighbouring local authority areas that
encourage modal shift to public transport, walking and cycling, and use
of renewable energy (including energy recovery from waste) and energy
efficiency.
D Resource Use

Soils quality and supply/Loss of quality agricultural land
TLP policies for development allocations at the main towns avoid the two
highest grades of agricultural land (grades 1 and 2), with the exception
of some land at:
•
•
•

Dawlish (DA1 Shutterton Lane (employment) and small part of
DA2, North west of Secmaton Lane);
Newton Abbot (a small part of NA3 Wolborough and also NA5
Buckland Barton);
Chudleigh (CH5 Land at Grovelands and a small part of CH4 Land
at Colway Lane)

The avoidance of highest grade agricultural land will have a positive
cumulative effect with similar strategic approaches taken in neighbouring
authority local plans, helping to protect a national resource.
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Water quality and its future supply
Water Quality
Discharges and associated water quality will be primarily associated with
Wastewater Treatment Works (WwTW) serving the existing and planned
development.
The HRA of the TLP Submission notes there are 6 WwTW serving
settlements in Teignbridge. Of these, the Buckland (Newton Abbot),
Dawlish and Countess Wear (Exeter) WwTW discharge into tidal/coastal
waters, and Chudleigh, Heathfield and Kilbury (Buckfastleigh) WwTW
discharge to watercourses. The principal WwTW in the Teignbridge area
is Buckland WwTW which serves a significant proportion of development
within Teignbridge including Newton Abbot, Teignmouth, Kingsteignton.
All of the WwTW are operated by South West Water, which is
responsible for providing sewage treatment capacity for developments
under the Water Industry Act 1991.
The HRA states although the quantum of proposed development for
Chudleigh, Buckfastleigh and Bovey Tracey is relatively low, consent
conditions for Chudleigh WwTW, Kilbury WwTW and Heathfield WwTW
are likely to require tightening to meet the required Water Framework
Directive (WFD) ‘good ecological status’ by 2015. This is emphasised by
the existing physiochemical status and biological status for these WwTW
that are currently ‘high’ or ‘good’ but are all considered to be of
‘moderate ecological status’. Buckland WwTW and Countess Wear
WwTW discharge into estuarine waters and Dawlish WwTW discharges
to coastal waters. Whilst larger dilution effects are offered by transitional
(tidal) waters/coastal waters and the difficulty associated with assigning
water quality objectives such waters, consent conditions reflect the need
to protect shellfish and bathing waters, and limit combined sewer
overflows. The water quality consents are set based on the DWF (dry
weather flow) consent at the works and as such an increasing population
should not have an impact on water quality consents until the effluent
flow reaches the consented flow. At this point, either the consent needs
to be tightened to ensure the WwTW removes more of the effluent load,
or there is a risk of non-compliance with the water quality objectives.
Changes in legislation for bathing and shellfish waters are likely to
tighten, in particular where a review of consents is undertaken.
Significant new development in Teignbridge is focused around Newton
Abbot, with the discharge of treated effluent to the tidal River Teign via
Buckland WwTW. Further development will be centred on locations at
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Chudleigh, Bovey Tracey/Heathfield, and
Exminster. The HRA identifies the most likely possible effects that
require consideration are therefore: increased phosphorus load (and
potentially concentration), coupled with an increase in total oxidized
nitrogen, potential lowering of dissolved oxygen for a stretch and an
increase in biological oxygen demand and nitrogen for a given distance;
and potential increase in velocity and levels, notable at lower to normal
flows for a distance downstream as a result of the additional wastewater
volumes entering the river.
The HRA notes the WwTW capacity assessment section of the
Teignbridge Water Cycle Scoping Study identified that with the exception
of Chudleigh, the volume and quality of treated wastewater at other
WwTW should remain within existing consent conditions. The
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Teignbridge Water Cycle Scoping Study also indicates that with the
exception of Chudleigh all other waste water treatment works have
adequate capacity to accommodate additional flows without requiring
upgrades to the works (subject to volumetric and process capacity being
confirmed by South West Water). SWW have indicated that upgrades to
Countess Wear WwTW and Chudleigh WwTW will be undertaken.
The use of SUDS in planned new development will help to reduce
surface runoff from that development, and therefore potential
contaminants into watercourses.
Water supply
Potable water for Teignbridge is currently supplied from the wider
Roadford Strategic Supply Area in west Devon (which also supplies the
adjoining planning areas of South Hams, Dartmoor National Park and
Torbay). Transfers from the Wimbleball Strategic Supply Area (east
Devon) supplement supply where required. There are very few public
water supply abstractions actually within the Teignbridge area (only at
Duckaller and Vennbridge Boreholes and Kennick, Tottiford and
Trenchford Reservoir complex). The Teignbridge Water Cycle Scoping
Study states that no requirement for increased abstraction from these
sources has been identified, and also that these will have been
evaluated by the Environment Agency’s Review of Consents process
(which assesses the full licensed quantity irrespective of existing
abstraction regime). Section 5 Water Resources of the Teignbridge
Water Cycle Scoping Study concludes that there is adequate capacity
within the Roadford Strategic Supply Area to supply water to future
development.
SWW has indicated in its Water Resources Plan (WRP) for 2010-2035
(South West Water 2009) that it is promoting the efficient use of water
before seeking to take more from the environment and that when new
abstractions are required, it will fully evaluate the social and
environmental impacts in addition to the costs.
Water abstraction is controlled by the Environment Agency through a
licensing system. The Environment Agency manages the pressures on
water resources to protect and enhance the water environment and
ensure the sustainable use of water resources for economic and social
development and contribute to implementing the Water Framework
Directive.
The Teignbridge Water Cycle Scoping Study identifies that while there is
no requirement for water neutrality (i.e. for no increase in water demand
as a result of new development), water efficiency measures should still
be implemented to reduce demand on resources. The impact of TLP
submission policy S6 (alongside increased water efficiency in new
homes through the Code for Sustainable Homes and future changes to
Building Regulations) will be to help manage the demand for water in
Teignbridge, in the context of planned growth over the next 20 years.
The Teignbridge HRA recommends the following:
The Council should ascertain whether the Environment Agency and
Natural England are satisfied that the current arrangement for monitoring
water quality: in the Exe Estuary are appropriate and sufficient to detect
rises in nutrients and consequent effects on marine invertebrates and
birds; along the Dartmoor rivers are appropriate and sufficient to detect
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rises in pollution levels and consequent effects on migrating salmon.
That the Environment Agency and Natural England are satisfied that in
the event of unacceptable levels of nutrients or their effects being
detected in the Exe Estuary, that appropriate and timely steps are
available to abate the situation effectively and promptly.
For any proposed development within the Local Plan area South West
Water should be asked to confirm that they can provide adequate water
treatment capacity and network to accommodate the development, and
to confirm that measures are in place to prevent overflows containing
untreated sewage or other damaging pollutants entering watercourses
connecting to the European Sites during storm surges.
The Council has proposed minor changes to the TLP submission Policy
S11 in response to the HRA, to include the following additional clause:
Additional housing developments within the Local Plan Area, particularly
for the allocations in S14, S15, S16, S18, S19, and S20, will not be
permitted until South West Water have confirmed that their waste water
treatment works serving these developments have sufficient capacity to
accommodate the additional development and can ensure that there
would be no increase in the levels of pollutants likely to have an adverse
effect on the integrity of the Dartmoor SACs (e.g. likely to affect
migrating salmon moving up and down the District's rivers).
Minimise waste (reuse, recycle, recover)
The TLP submission does not include policies and proposals for the
management of waste. These are included in the adopted Devon Waste
Local Plan (2006) and an emerging waste plan (2013) being prepared by
Devon County Council, which is the waste local planning authority for the
Teignbridge Local Plan area and adjoining South Hams, Mid Devon,
Exeter City and East Devon Local Plan areas.
The Devon Waste Local Plan (2006) is guided by the following
overarching waste hierarchy: 1. Reduction 2. Re-use 3. Composting
and Material Recycling 4. Energy Recovery and 5. Final Disposal.
Application of the hierarchy will have a positive cumulative effect to land
use planning waste matters across the waste local plan area.
Specific waste planning proposals for Teignbridge include:
•

•
•

•

Sites for Strategic Waste Management Facilities at the Heathfield
Landfill Site and at Heathfield Industrial Estate, both with potential
for energy from waste and for rail/ road interchange. The Waste
Local Plan makes the assumption [4.6.3] that facilities in Devon
should have the capacity to continue to manage waste generated in
Torbay and the Dartmoor National Park as those areas are unlikely
to be able to accommodate the necessary strategic facilities.
Broadened scope of facilities for a significant waste management
site at Trood Lane (near Exminster)
Sites for minor waste management facilities at Shutterton Industrial
Estate (Dawlish Business Park), Kenbury Wood, Kennford, Ruby
Farm (Abbotskerswell), Yannon Lane (Kingskerswell)
Proposed Waste Water Management Facilities at : TEW436
Exminster (Milbury Lane) 29450878 (Completion Date 31/03/08,
TEW437 Holcombe (Smugglers Lane) 29560747 Completion Date
31/03/06 and TEW438 Ide (College) completion date 31/03/06.
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The pre-submission consultation Devon Waste Plan (2013) follows the
similar waste hierarchy of the revised Waste Framework (Directive
2008/98/EC), which in descending order of preference is: prevention;
preparing for re-use; recycling; other recovery; and disposal. Policy W6
identifies Heathfield, Kingsteignton, as one of 5 strategic locations for
additional energy recovery. It considers this well-located to
accommodate the potential cross-boundary movements of waste from
Torbay, which are anticipated to be primarily commercial and industrial
waste following the diversion of its local authority collected waste to the
Plymouth energy recovery facility from 2015. While a strategic recovery
facility could have a positive cumulative impact on waste management in
Devon with other waste facilities elsewhere, it could also have a
secondary positive effect with the potential to utilise waste heat
generated through the recovery process, both on and off-site.
Approximately 6MW of electricity is already generated at the site through
collection and burning of landfill gas. A secondary negative effect of the
Heathfield landfill site option could be impact on the Greater Horseshoe
Bat consultation area for the South Hams SAC and Gappah Brake
County Wildlife Site. The Devon Waste Plan HRA Draft Final Report
(November 2013) notes the flexibility of the Devon Waste Plan policy
W6, which does not require development of energy facilities at all of the
5 locations that it has identified in Devon (including Heathfield). The
Devon Waste Plan HRA states at this stage there is a lack of certainty in
terms of scale, type of facility, scale of facility, technology, transport
routes and traffic levels to be able to assess impacts on Natura 2000
sites (SPAs and SACs) alone or in combination. However an
assessment of potential impacts and mitigation requirements for these
sites has been carried out in order to ensure that there are no obvious
‘show stoppers’ in terms of HRA requirements. The Devon Waste Plan
HRA identifies the Heathfield site could have a possible impact on the
South Hams SAC Greater Horseshoe Bat consultation zone, through
direct land take with potential loss of habitats on site (flight lines and
foraging habitat within the sustenance zone) which may be used by
Greater Horseshoe Bats. These include broadleaved woodland, speciesrich hedgerows, ponds and rank grassland. There are also a number of
buildings on site that may be used by the bats. There is also potential
disturbance to habit from lighting / noise. The Devon Waste Plan HRA
considers the Heathfield site is the most sensitive of the five sites
proposed due to potential impact on bat habitat. However, it could be
possible to develop the site without impacts on these features,
particularly if the new facility replaces existing built development.
Possible mitigation could include the design of the installation to avoid
habitat loss and disturbance to flight lines and foraging habitat, with
potential to strengthen these features through planting. The Devon
Waste Plan HRA also refers to the development of Strategic Mitigation
Guidance in order to deal with impacts on the SAC and take a strategic
approach to dealing with in-combination effects.
TLP policy EN3 TLP requires major development proposals to be
accompanied by Carbon Reduction Plans. These should include
consideration of waste management. TLP policy EN3 can have positive
cumulative effects with similar policies in neighbouring authority plans
(e.g. proposed submission East Devon Local Plan 2006-2026 policy D1).
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Sterilisation of mineral resources
The TLP strategy for the distribution of development has avoided
allocations that could affect the extraction of minerals. This is consistent
with the approach of the Devon County Minerals Local Plan (2004),
which identifies mineral consultation areas to safeguard mineral
resources across the county.
The TLP strategy for development distribution avoids internationally
important ball clay minerals deposits in the Bovey Basin, to the north of
Newton Abbot. The strategic importance of these ball clay deposits is
recognised in the Devon County Minerals Local Plan (2004), which takes
forward aims of the Bovey Basin Strategy (WS Atkins, 2000).
The Devon County Minerals Local Plan (2004) indicates that a very
significant proportion of sand and gravel production in Devon is sold in
the county. The protection of such minerals deposits in Teignbridge can
therefore be beneficial to the economies of neighbouring authority areas.
While part of the planned urban extension at NA3 Wolborough Barton
affects a sand and gravel deposit that Devon County Council wishes to
safeguard, the Local Plan promotes pre-extraction of the mineral before
development and use of sand and gravel in development if feasible.
The continued protection of mineral deposits in Teignbridge, through the
Devon County Minerals Core Strategy would be beneficial to the
economies of neighbouring authority areas.
Potential negative secondary effects of mineral extraction on the
landscape can be mitigated through the restoration of worked mineral
sites. This could include back to farmland or green infrastructure (a
positive secondary impact).
Conclusion
There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact across the
sub-region through policies in local plans in Teignbridge and
neighbouring local authority areas that avoid development on highest
grade agricultural land, and which safeguard mineral resources. There
will be no impact of development Teignbridge on water quality
(maintained through investment in WWtW) and water supply.
E Jobs and Local
Economy

Economic generating uses (including housing and population growth)/
Employment offer – more business space/Skills training
TLP policies to increase job opportunities through the allocation of land
for business development (including policies S3 and site allocations) can
avoid potential negative secondary / indirect effects of neighbouring
authority local plans, where jobs creation in neighbouring authority areas
(e.g. at the Science Park, Cranbrook and Skypark) might otherwise
increase net-out commuting from Teignbridge, or through competition
weaken the Teignbridge economy. The same TLP policies can also have
positive cumulative effects with economic generating policies in
neighbouring authority areas, through supporting the economy of the
wider sub-region. For example, given the generally restrictive approach
to development within the Dartmoor National Park it is expected the that
the Teignbridge Plan area will meet much of the remaining employment
requirements of the south and western area of the Dartmoor National
Park, mainly at the defined towns within the plan area.
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There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of the Local
Transport Plan and programmes of energy and water infrastructure
providers in supporting economic development across the sub-region.
Productivity – access to labour supply
TLP policy SWE1 will have a positive cumulative effect on productivity in
the neighbouring Exeter city. This is since it will provide housing
opportunities, and hence a potential labour supply, close to the Matford
Business Park at the South West of Exeter and job opportunities
elsewhere in the city.
Tourism / commercial cultural and leisure provision
TLP policy S12 will support tourism in the plan area through the retention
of tourism accommodation and new tourism attractions. This can have a
positive cumulative effect on tourism in neighbouring authority areas.
Similar policies in neighbouring authority local plans can also support
tourism in Teignbridge.
Conclusion
Potential secondary negative impact of increased out-commuting
through significant job creation at Exeter / East Devon can be mitigated
through job creation in Teignbridge. Local plans in Teignbridge and in
neighbouring local authority areas will have an in-combination positive
cumulative impact through facilitating improved job opportunities across
the sub-region. In-combination positive cumulative impact of the local
transport plan, and energy and water infrastructure providers in
supporting the local economy.
F Town Centres

Strengthen and safeguard the vitality and viability of town centres/
Relationship between new development and town centres
TLP policies S13, S14, S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, S20, S21 support the
self-containment of town and village centres in Teignbridge through the
allocation of land for shops, community facilities, local services and
through regeneration.
These policies can maintain and improve the vitality and viability of town
centres in Teignbridge, and can offset potential negative secondary /
indirect effects of town centre improvements in neighbouring plan areas,
including:
•
•

Harm to the vitality and viability of town centres in Teignbridge
through loss of trade.
Increased travel outside the plan area and associated traffic
congestion, pollution and use of fossil fuels.

Positive cumulative impact of the Local Transport Plan on town centres
across the sub-region, through connecting towns and developing parking
management strategies for town centres.
Conclusion
A potential secondary negative impact of town centre improvements in
neighbouring local plan areas can be mitigated through measures to
improve the vitality and viability of town centres in Teignbridge. Incombination positive cumulative impact of improvements to town centres
across the sub-region. Positive impact of the local transport plan in
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connecting towns and developing a parking management strategy to
support the vitality of town centres.
G Housing

Supply of housing/Housing mix/Housing affordability/Efficiency of
housing
The TLP will have a positive cumulative effect with neighbouring
authority local plans in meeting the housing needs identified in the
Exeter Housing Market Area, while also improving housing mix,
affordability and efficiency of housing.
The Council’s Duty To Cooperate Statement has been published. This
includes a statement about how housing need will be met across the
Exeter Housing Market Area (HMA). The Exeter Housing Market Area
covers the whole of Teignbridge, including that part of the district which
lies within Dartmoor National Park, plus the local planning authorities of
Mid Devon, Exeter and East Devon. The authorities worked jointly,
together with Devon County Council and Torbay Council to prepare the
Exeter and Torbay Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The Strategic
Housing Market Assessment was prepared in 2007, and has been
updated in 2010 and 2012 by consultants ORS, for Teignbridge.
The update found that the Exeter Housing Market Area had a total
annual requirement of 2527 (additional information from Opinion
Research Services, who prepared the original and updated Housing
Market Assessment). The adopted and emerging plans in the HMA
contain the following annualised rates of housing provision (based on
allocations in published plans and consents).
Local Authority
Dartmoor (within Teignbridge)
East Devon
Exeter
Mid Devon
Teignbridge
Total Exeter HMA

Annual dwelling provision
22
938
643
406
627
2636

Therefore, there is sufficient provision within the emerging plans to meet
this need across the HMA.
The neighbouring authorities South Hams and Torbay are outside the
Exeter Housing Market Area. There are no cross-boundary implications
for housing between Teignbridge and South Hams, which is within the
Plymouth Housing Market Area. Torbay has its own Housing Market
Area and that Council has identified sufficient and deliverable land, with
planning permission or allocated to meet its recently objectively
assessed needs.
Access to services/Balanced places providing access to an appropriate
mix of services and facilities
TLP policies for mixed use development can provide local shops,
education, health-care and job opportunities helping improve the self
containment of place. This can bring positive cumulative effects of
carbon savings across the sub-region with similar policies in
neighbouring authority areas.
Both the TLP submission and the East Devon Local Plan promote urban
extensions to the south west and to the east of Exeter, as part of the
overall strategy to support the economic and housing needs of the city.
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These are complementary proposals, which will have a positive
cumulative impact.
Conclusion
There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of local plans
in Teignbridge and in neighbouring local authority areas through the
provision of new housing to meet assessed housing needs in the Exeter
Housing Market Area and the wider sub-region.
H Health and
Well-being

Safe and secure environment with a reduced fear of crime
The TLP submission will help create a safe and secure environment,
with a reduced fear of crime through policies:
•

•

S1 Sustainable Development Criteria, including road safety and
health, safety and environmental effects of pollution from
development, and
S2 Quality Development, creating safe places through high quality
design and inclusive layouts which promote health, well-being,
community cohesion and public safety.

Similar issues are addressed in the existing and emerging local plans in
neighbouring local authorities, which together will have a positive
cumulative impact across the sub-region, including for example: South
Hams Core Strategy (Policy CS7 Design); Exeter Core Strategy (CP17);
Dartmoor National Park Core Strategy (COR1 and 17), A Landscape for
Success – Torbay New Local Plan (TA1, SC1), Proposed Submission
East Devon Local Plan (Strategy 5b, Strategy 37).
Access to open space and recreation/Public recreational and leisure
opportunities
The TLP submission enhances public recreational and leisure
opportunities through policies, including:
•
•

WE13 to protect recreation land and buildings from redevelopment
to other uses
WE11 to provide green infrastructure

The maintenance and expansion of a comprehensive green
infrastructure network in Teignbridge can have a positive cumulative
effect with similar policies in neighbouring plan areas, providing multi
functional green corridors for movement of people and species,
increasing levels of physical activity with associated health benefits,
improving public access to the countryside, supporting wildlife habitats,
providing for drainage.
Active forms of transport ensuring integration of public transport, walking
and cycling opportunities
TLP policies promoting integration of public transport, walking and
cycling opportunities can have a positive cumulative effect on
neighbouring authority areas, by encouraging modal shift in travel
patterns to centres outside Teignbridge (e.g. thereby helping to reduce
congestion in Torbay and Exeter) and supporting the viability of public
transport services. This is supported through the Local Transport Plan.
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Limit air, noise and light pollution to levels that do not damage human
health or natural systems
Light pollution in development will be mitigated through TLP policy S11.
This can avoid potential negative secondary or indirect effects in
neighbouring authority areas, for example where light pollution could be
harmful to protected greater horseshoe bats in the South Hams SAC, or
where it could harm the setting of the Dartmoor National Park.
Air quality
TLP policies EN6 and S11 can have a positive cumulative impact on air
quality across the sub-region, in conjunction with similar policies in
neighbouring authority local plans. Air quality can be improved through
planned development that helps to reduce the need to travel, through
greater self-containment or encouraging modal shift to public transport,
walking and cycling.
Social deprivation
Key forms of deprivation in Teignbridge relate to housing, employment
and income, with super output areas of multiple deprivation at Newton
Abbot and Teignmouth. TLP submission policies to bring forward land for
new housing and employment uses will have a positive cumulative
impact with similar policies in neighbouring authorities to help reduce
social deprivation, and improve health and well-being across the subregion.
Conclusion
There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of local plans
in Teignbridge and in neighbouring local authority areas through
improving health and well-being across the sub-region, including a
reduced fear of crime, increased open space, integration of public
transport, walking and cycling, and reduced multiple deprivation.
I Infrastructure

Green infrastructure/Roads and transport/Area-wide services (schools,
health care, etc)/Community centres
There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of local plans
and programmes on infrastructure provision across the sub-region.
TLP SWE1 will have a positive cumulative impact with proposed
development within the neighbouring Exeter City, through the inclusion
of new schools, community facilities and transport infrastructure
(including road improvements, public transport, and park and a park and
ride facility). The provision of a secondary school at SWE1 will also help
meet education needs arising from planned growth within the city. The
urban extension at SW Exeter will include significant green
infrastructure, which will have a positive cumulative impact with green
infrastructure within Exeter, including connectivity with the Exe Valley
Way.
TLP submission Policy S10 Transport Networks supports the function of
the A380. Major roadworks on the A380 are currently in progress with
the construction of the South Devon Link Road. This due to be
completed in 2015. The new road will support the economic regeneration
of the economy in the neighbouring Torbay plan area through improved
movement and eased congestion on the A380 corridor.
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The Local Transport Plan – Devon and Torbay Strategy 2011-2026
includes the Devon Metro proposal. Improved rail links and services in
Teignbridge to Exeter and to Torbay will have a positive cumulative
impact on economic development in the sub-region, and help provide
reduce traffic congestion on the roads and also reduce exhaust pollution
and use of fossil fuels. The Local Transport Plan identifies ‘targeted
capital interventions’ in Teignbridge to deliver the South Devon Link
Road (in partnership), and at Jetty Marsh (Newton Abbot), links to
Kingsteignton, central area bus priority, and Drumbridges, which will
mitigate the impact of additional development in Kingsteignton and
Newton Abbot which would otherwise exacerbate existing congested
problems.
Highways Agency planned improvements to the A38 Drumbridges
Roundabout will have a positive cumulative impact in terms of reducing
congestion on the A382 corridor from the A38 to Newton Abbot, together
with the planned vehicular route connecting the A382 and A383 through
policy NA1 Houghton Barton.
The work of the National Grid, Western Power Distribution and South
West Water supports economic and housing development planned in
Teignbridge, through the provision of energy infrastructure.
Conclusion
There will be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of local plans
in Teignbridge and in neighbouring local authority areas on infrastructure
provision across the sub-region. There will be a trans-boundary positive
impact of infrastructure provision at the South West of Exeter. There will
be an in-combination positive cumulative impact of road and rail
transport improvements, and energy and water infrastructure provision
across the sub-region.
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5

Assessments Review and Update

5.1

Plan Alternative Approaches

5.1.1

There is a lot of detail within the October 2012 report and appendices about
the assessment of sites, policies and strategic alternatives, but there is
limited discussion about how the outcome of that assessment informed the
final choice of sites. This chapter therefore sets out to provide further
explanation necessary to ensure that the reasons for choices are clear. It
therefore completely replaces the discussion contained within the October
2012 report, section 6 and draws on the detailed assessments. The
preparation of the Local Plan has considered a range of alternative
development sites, strategic approaches and policies involving appropriate
public consultation. The consideration of these alternatives has led to the
Proposed Submission Local Plan.

5.1.2

An initial consultation was undertaken using the Teignbridge Core Strategy
Issues and Options Report, published June 2010. This considered a number
of strategic options, setting out potential advantages and disadvantages.
Key issues related to the level and distribution of development in relation to
existing settlements.

5.1.3

The Preferred Options Core Strategy, consulted upon starting January 2012,
included a draft set of policies and proposals for consultation. Again, where
these differ from the Proposed Submission Local Plan, they can be
considered reasonable alternatives and therefore are considered below.
Leading up to and in parallel with these public consultations, the council
worked up a potential range of housing through preparation of its Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). The SHLAA process
considered whether the sites were suitable (in a general strategic sense),
available and achievable. The sites considered to meet those three tests
were considered for inclusion in the Local Plan. Therefore, the suitable,
available and achievable sites which are not allocated in the Local Plan are
the ‘reasonable alternatives’ for the purposes of this document.

5.2

Housing Growth

5.2.1

There are a number of documents setting out potential levels of housing
provision, and the most relevant of these are below (expressed in dwellings
per annum to aid comparison):
•
•
•
•

5.2.2

795 (Regional Spatial Strategy final figure)
740 (Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2007 and 2010, Preferred
Option Core Strategy)
620 (Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2012, Proposed Local
Plan)
500 (Devon Structure Plan target 2004)

The key implications of these are set out in the table below:
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Table 5 - Key implications of housing growth
Objective

795

740

620

(A) Natural
Environment

Will depend on
specific sites, but
avoidance of
higher value
natural
environment
more difficult,
therefore
significant
negative impact
likely, although
greater potential
for green
infrastructure and
habitat creation.

Will depend on
specific sites;
preferred option
document
indicated some
impact on
natural
environment,
but relatively
limited and
subject to
mitigation.

Limited impact,
and appropriate
mitigation
possible.

Limited
impact.

(B) Built
Environment

No likely overall
impact.

No likely overall
impact.

No likely overall
impact.

No likely
overall impact.

(C) Climate
Change

Likely to lead to
increased outcommuting, since
job creation
unlikely to be at
the same pace.

Potential to
reduce out
commuting
subject to
successful and
dramatic
increase in job
creation.

Job creation has
the potential to
lead to a
reduction in outcommuting.

Job creation
has the
potential to
lead to no
change or a
reduction in
outcommuting.

(D) Resource Use

Approximately
410 hectares
Greenfield land
required for
housing in
addition to
existing
commitments.

Approximately
375 hectares
Greenfield land
required for
housing in
addition to
existing
commitments.

Approximately
295 hectares
Greenfield land
required for
housing in
addition to
existing
commitments.

Approximately
215 hectares
Greenfield
land required
for housing in
addition to
existing
commitments.
A similar rate
of
development
to that likely
under the “no
plan” scenario.

(E) Economy and
Jobs

Significant growth
in construction
related jobs, town
centre/retail and
leisure jobs.

Significant
growth in
construction
related jobs,
town
centre/retail and
leisure jobs.

Growth in
construction
related jobs,
town
centre/retail and
leisure jobs.

Limited growth
in construction
related jobs,
town
centre/retail
and leisure
jobs.

(F) Town Centres

Significant
expansion and
increased vitality

Significant
expansion and
increased

Some
Limited
expansion and
expansion of
increased vitality town centre

Chapter 5: Assessments Review and Update

500

p73

Objective

795
of Newton Abbot
town centre in
particular, with
some potential at
Teignmouth and
Dawlish too.

740
vitality of
Newton Abbot
town centre in
particular, with
some potential
at Teignmouth
and Dawlish
too.

620
500
at Newton Abbot vitality and
town centre,
viability.
some potential
in other towns
depending on
distribution of
housing.

(G) Housing

The provision
would be 27%
above the
assessed level of
need and
therefore would
have a major
beneficial impact
on housing
affordability.

20% above
assessed level
of need and
therefore a
major beneficial
impact on
housing
affordability.

At the assessed
level of need
and therefore a
significant
beneficial
impact on
housing
affordability.

20% below the
assessed level
of need, likely
continued
worsening of
affordability in
line with the
“no plan”
scenario.

(H) Health

Major
improvements to
housing
affordability and
job creation
would have
significant
benefits to public
health.

Major
improvements
to housing
affordability and
job creation
would have
significant
benefits to
public health.

Significant
improvements to
housing
affordability and
job creation
would have
benefits to
public health.

Further
worsening of
housing
affordability
and therefore
potential
health
impacts, in line
with the “no
plan” scenario.

(I) Infrastructure

Uncertain,
significant
additional
infrastructure
required, but
additional
resources from
Community
Infrastructure
Levy and New
Homes Bonus
available to fund.

Provision of
appropriate
infrastructure
appears to be
feasible.

Infrastructure
improvements
are feasible.

Uncertain; but
infrastructure
requirements
likely to be
relatively
limited, Ability
to introduce
Community
Infrastructure
Levy will
support
improvements
to
infrastructure
compared with
the “no plan”
scenario.

5.2.3

Based on this analysis, and also on the national policy requirement set out in
the National Planning Policy Framework the most appropriate level of
housing provision is 620 per year. While benefits arise to housing, health
and economy from higher rates of housing growth, there are also some
disbenefits including natural environment impact. This level of provision
meets the level of need forecast in the latest Strategic Housing Market
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Assessment and therefore accords with the guidance in the National
Planning Policy Framework. The Local Plan therefore allocates a range of
sites which, together with existing planning permissions, provide for just over
12400 dwellings (average 620 dwellings per year over 20 years, plus a small
allowance for flexibility). The Inspector who considered the Local Plan has
confirmed that he considers the overall level of housing to be sound.

5.3

Employment Growth

5.3.1

The level of employment provision to be contained in the Local Plan arises
from the needs of the working population, and in particular the objective of
providing a job for everyone of working age. This is expressed as achieving
a jobs density of 1 (where jobs density is working age population/number of
jobs). In terms of reasonable strategic alternatives, it is not considered to be
appropriate to aim for a ratio of higher than 1 (in other words, seeking to
promote more jobs than the working age population, creating workforce
shortages and therefore likely leading to increases in in-commuting). It is
also of doubtful achievability – locations with jobs densities above1 tend to
be significant and expanding urban areas such as Exeter rather than market
towns and rural areas such as Teignbridge. Accordingly the following
options are considered to be potential alternatives to be considered
(expressed as jobs ratios):
•
•
•

5.3.2

1 (Proposed Local Plan)
0.85 (Halfway between the Local Plan target and the current situation)
0.7 (maintaining the current situation).

These are assessed in the table below (any figures are based on a dwelling
requirement of 620 per year):
Table 6 - Employment Growth

Impact

1

0.85

0.7

(A) Natural
Environment

A higher provision
of employment land
requiring additional
Greenfield
development. In
general, allocating
the most
appropriate sites
and mitigating will
minimise direct
impact.

Expansion in
employment land
requirement,
therefore some
potential impact
although likely to
be limited.

Limited additional
employment land
required, therefore
limited direct
impact.

(B) Built Environment

No direct impact
likely.

No direct impact
likely.

No direct impact
likely.

(C) Climate Change

Provides the
potential for a
significant
reduction in outcommuting, with

Provides the
potential for a
reasonable
reduction in outcommuting with

No overall change
in commuting
patterns likely.
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lower transport
emissions of
carbon dioxide.

lower transport
emissions.

(D) Resource Use

Approximately 55
hectares
employment land
on Greenfield sites,
in addition to
existing
commitments.

Approximately 25
hectares
employment land
on Greenfield sites,
in addition to
existing
commitments.

Limited additional
employment land
on Greenfield sites.

(E) Economy and
Jobs

An additional
19000 jobs.

An additional 8600
jobs.

Limited additional
job creation.

(F) Town Centres

Additional retail,
leisure and office
jobs, with the
potential to
significantly
enhance town
centres.

Additional retail,
leisure and office
jobs, with the
potential to
enhance the town
centres.

Limited additional
jobs within town
centres possible.

(G) Housing

No impact.

No impact.

No impact.

(H) Health

Significant benefits.

Some benefits.

No benefits.

(I) Infrastructure

No impact.

No impact.

No impact.

5.3.3

Aiming for self containment is considered to be the clearly the most
sustainable option. The Local Plan sets out the implications for this target in
terms of level of employment land and other policies, allowing for appropriate
flexibility. The allocations and policies in the Local Plan therefore aim to
increase the jobs density towards 1 through allocations for employment
generating uses, policies to support economic development and provision of
infrastructure and other investment to enable the employment. The
Inspector who considered the Local Plan has confirmed that the employment
targets in the plan are appropriate, although he has proposed to increase the
overall level of employment allocations by about 8 hectares through sitespecific changes.

5.4

Distribution of Development

Urban concentration
5.4.1

A key issue is the extent to which the plan concentrates new development,
particularly housing development, at the main existing urban areas, or
whether a more dispersed pattern of development with greater levels of
development in the smaller villages is pursued. The key impact of this is in
the transport implications. Data from the Department for Transport shows
the following car mileage rates per capita for different types of areas (Travel
in Urban and Rural Areas, March 2010).
Medium urban (25,000+ population) – 5,642
Small medium urban (10,000 – 25,000 population) – 6,205
Small urban (3000 – 10,000 population) – 7,689
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Rural (under 3000 population) – 8,536
5.4.2

There are no equivalent figures available at a local level, but this provides
clear evidence that residents of smaller settlements travel further by car, with
significant implications for carbon emissions and therefore impact on climate
change. In terms of impact on climate change the allocation of sites in urban
areas is the most sustainable option. The proximity of new residents to the
existing town centres is also likely to mean that the benefits of additional
expenditure is more beneficial to them. Similarly, the towns are the location
of the existing infrastructure and therefore a concentration strategy is more
effective in using the existing infrastructure and therefore requires less
additional infrastructure investment. The impact on other sustainability
objectives will relate more to the specific sites chosen.

Alternative distributions
5.4.3

Within the general approach of urban concentration, the report considered 6
different distribution strategies, and described these numerically in a table on
page 39.

5.4.4

However, there was no specific comparative assessment of these
distributions against the sustainability objectives, as had been set out in the
previous strategic issues. In order to rectify this omission, the 6 distribution
strategies are assessed in later in this chapter. Where there is a numerical
consideration, the assessment is based on 620 dwellings per year and
seeking to achieve a job for every working person.

5.4.5

For comparison, the following table, taken from the October 2012 report
page 39, indicates the distribution of existing population, town centre retail
floorspace, jobs and affordable housing need between the existing urban
settlements.
Table 7 - Distribution of existing use (2012)

Population

Town centre
retail

Jobs

Affordable
housing
need

Heart of Teignbridge

50%

56%

54%

51%

Dawlish

16%

12%

12%

16%

Teignmouth

18%

23%

11%

20%

Bovey Tracey

9%

5%

18%

7%

Chudleigh

6%

3%

5%

6%

Settlement

5.4.6

The Heart of Teignbridge is clearly the key location in population and
economic activity and housing need and current commitments indicate a
level of market demand for housing in the area. Dawlish and Teignmouth
are the next largest towns, with retail provision and local employment bases
sufficient to support a reasonable proportion of additional housing
development. Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh are smaller, with less retail
provision although the Bovey Tracey employment figure is high because of
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the Heathfield Industrial Estate, close to the A38, which is within that ward.
These figures relate to the area of Teignbridge only, and therefore do not
provide any indication of the key importance of Exeter on the local economy.
The impact of this large and economically successful city adjoining the
district also needs to be considered.
5.4.7

The June 2013 report explained in some detail the environmental constraints
associated with each of the key potential development locations, see pages
12 – 24 including maps of the key constraints. The key constraints mapped
were flood zone 3, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Scheduled
Monuments, Ball Clay minerals reserves, Ancient Woodland, County Wildlife
Sites, bat foraging areas and flyways and Historic Parks and Gardens.
These constraints have been taken into account in the following
assessments.

5.4.8

The ‘no plan’ scenario was described in the October 2012 Report within
Section 4 (pages 30pp30 – 33), to describe the likely impacts of not adopting
the Local Plan. A slightly updated version has been prepared to supersede
this version, in particular to include a likely distribution of housing
development. This distribution is based on a combination of past
development trends (completions since 2001) and existing commitments (as
at 1st April 2013), implying the following distribution: Heart of Teignbridge
46%, Edge of Exeter 0%, Dawlish 13%, Teignmouth 11%, Bovey Tracey 6%,
Chudleigh 4% and elsewhere 19%. The updated ‘no plan’ scenario is
contained within Chapter 2 of this report.

5.4.9

The following table shows the alternative distributions which have been
assessed, and the “no plan” scenario against which they have been
compared.

Strategy

Heart of
Teignbridge

Edge of Exeter

Teignmouth

Dawlish

Bovey Tracey

Chudleigh

Elsewhere

Table 8 - Alternative distributions

Balanced Distribution

65%

17%

2%

10%

2%

2%

2%

Heart of Teignbridge
Focus

75%

12%

2%

6%

2%

2%

1%

Exeter Facing

60%

28%

2%

6%

2%

1%

1%

Coastal and rural
dispersed

50%

12%

9%

10%

6%

4%

9%

Preferred Options

54%

13%

11%

10%

6%

4%

5%

Proposed Submission

51%

16%

5%

12%

6%

4%

6%

No plan for comparison

46%

0%

11%

13%

6%

4%

19%
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It should be noted that the assessment here is of the distribution, rather than the
level of development. Where it has been necessary to make an assumption about
the overall level of development this has been based on a total of 12400 dwellings.
Where there is no specific reference, it should be assumed that no impact is
considered likely (for example, water impacts).
Alternative Distribution Summary Assessments
Balanced Distribution – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – the significant additional development would be on peripheral
Greenfield sites, and if all Ball Clay minerals protection areas are avoided, these would
be higher sensitive landscapes and more difficult biodiversity issues (particularly
particularly in relation to bat flyways associated with the South Hams SAC).
Edge of Exeter – it is possible for this level of development to be allocated at the edge of
Exeter without unduly impacting on sensitive landscapes and biodiversity assets.
Mitigation in relation to the Exe Estuary SPA would be required, but has been assessed
as effective.
Teignmouth – there would be no significant peripheral expansion of Teignmouth under
this scenario, with very limited provision over and above existing commitments being
developed, and therefore a significant improvement in natural environment impact would
result.
Dawlish – impact on existing local biodiversity would be reduced (particularly cirl bunting
habitats) although these impacts can often be mitigated. There would be less potential
recreational impact on the adjoining Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren SPA through
reduced housing provision, and the incorporation of a strategic mitigation plan through
SANGS would lead to significant biodiversity enhancements.
Bovey Tracey – virtually no additional housing sites would be required beyond existing
commitments (particularly the Bradley Bends site). Potential impact on South Hams
SAC bat flyways would be avoided, although these could be mitigated with appropriate
design and layout of sites. Some landscape benefits in the vicinity.
Chudleigh - reduced need for Greenfield expansion, with some landscape benefits in the
immediate Chudleigh area. There is limited biodiversity benefit, because mitigation
strategies have been prepared for potential development sites which would avoid impact
on the nearby European wildlife sites.
Other areas – the ‘no plan’ scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing growth. This strategy would avoid any such development since
existing commitments are more than sufficient. Likely widespread landscape and
biodiversity benefits would therefore arise.
The cumulative impact on the natural environment of this distribution is overall positive,
mainly because of the relatively limited impact of development on the edge of Exeter,
compared with the sites avoided at Teignmouth and the villages. This is somewhat
balanced by the increased impact around the Heart of Teignbridge. There are relatively
limited impacts from changes elsewhere.
B Built Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – limited impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, away from the more sensitive heritage areas.
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Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the necessary development sites under the ‘no
plan’ scenario will impact on their rural settings. Accordingly, it is likely that significant
heritage benefits would result from this strategy.
Overall, there is likely to be a benefit to the built environment, arising from avoidance of
significant village housing growth , although somewhat tempered by a limited impact on
the archaeology on the edge of Exeter.
C Climate Change (+2)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario, there is a significant shift towards the more sustainable travel locations of
Heart of Teignbridge and edge of Exeter, and away from the villages and rural areas in
particular. Accordingly a significant benefit in climate change terms would accrue. See
the analysis in relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which indicates that
the Newton Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to involve
lowest emissions from travel per dwelling. (Examination Library TDC9)
D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
E Economy and Jobs (+1?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge. This benefit is likely to be more significant acting cumulatively with the
proposals in the East Devon and Exeter Local Plans.
F Town Centres (0)
Newton Abbot town centre would benefit significantly from the higher population in the
vicinity, but there would probably be some negative impact at Teignmouth in particular
through a reduced rate of population growth, with similar minor impacts possible at
Dawlish, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh. The new residents at the edge of Exeter would
be likely to support the city centre rather than the Teignbridge town centres. Overall,
these impacts appear likely to cancel each other out compared with the ‘no plan’
scenario.
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G Housing (-1)
The overall provision of housing has the greatest impact on this factor. However, the
extent to which this distribution promotes housing above local need in Newton Abbot and
on the edge of Exeter, but below local need at the smaller towns, suggests some
disadvantage against this objective.
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore concentration at Exeter and Heart of Teignbridge
may have some indirect benefits. Such locations are also closer to health facilities, with
health benefits.
I Infrastructure (+1)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly this strategy
which focuses new homes in these locations, and reduces the provision of homes in the
rural area and in the smaller towns could be more efficient in infrastructure terms, and
provide a greater opportunity for mixed and sustainable new developments. It also
provides the opportunity for concentration of new infrastructure, particularly transport,
green and education infrastructure in these locations. However, against this is the
likelihood that reductions in development within the smaller market towns will starve
those locations of infrastructure investment, with disbenefits to the existing populations.
Further, there is some evidence that transport investment in the Heart of Teignbridge
may not be sufficient to fully overcome the potential traffic impact of this increased level
of development. Overall, some infrastructure benefits would arise.

Heart of Teignbridge Focus – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (0)
Heart of Teignbridge – the additional development would be on peripheral Greenfield
sites. In order to achieve this major increase in development whilst avoiding the
nationally important Ball Clay areas, the settlements would be extended in all directions
onto higher sensitive landscapes and face more difficult biodiversity issues (particularly
particularly in relation to bat flyways associated with the South Hams SAC).
Edge of Exeter – it is possible for this level of development to be allocated at the edge of
Exeter without impacting on sensitive landscapes and biodiversity assets. Mitigation in
relation to the Exe Estuary SPA would be required, but has been assessed as effective.
Teignmouth – there would be no significant peripheral expansion of Teignmouth under
this scenario, with very limited provision over and above existing commitments being
required and therefore a significant improvement in natural environment impact would
result.
Dawlish – there would be no significant peripheral expansion of Dawlish under this
scenario, with very limited provision over and above existing commitments being
developed, and therefore impact on existing local biodiversity would be reduced
(particularly cirl bunting habitats) although these impacts can often be mitigated.
Similarly, potential recreational impact on the adjoining Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren
SPA would be limited, and therefore a strategic mitigation plan through major SANGS
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may not be required. Compared with relatively unplanned, ad-hoc significant expansion
at Dawlish, this approach would bring significant biodiversity benefits.
Bovey Tracey – some additional development would be required over and above existing
commitments (particularly the Bradley Bends site), although less than would probably
occur under the ‘no plan’ scenario. Potential impact on South Hams SAC bat flyways
would be avoided through appropriate design and layout of sites. Some landscape
benefits in the vicinity.
Chudleigh - reduced need for Greenfield expansion, with some landscape benefits in the
immediate Chudleigh area. There is limited biodiversity benefit, because mitigation
strategies have been prepared for potential development sites which would avoid impact
on the nearby European wildlife sites.
Other areas – the ‘no plan’ scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing growth. This strategy would avoid any such development sites
since existing commitments are more than sufficient. Likely widespread landscape and
biodiversity benefits would therefore arise.
The cumulative impact on the natural environment of this distribution is overall likely to
be neutral or marginally positive, mainly because of the limited impact of development on
the edge of Exeter, compared with the sites avoided at Teignmouth and the villages.
This is balanced by the increased impact around the Heart of Teignbridge which is at its
greatest under this scenario. There are relatively limited impacts from changes
elsewhere.
B Built Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – some impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, extending to encroach on the setting of a number of more distant,
rural heritage assets including significant listed buildings and scheduled monuments.
Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the necessary development sites under the ‘no
plan’ scenario will impact on their rural settings. Accordingly, it is likely that significant
heritage benefits would result from this strategy.
Overall, there is likely to be a benefit to the built environment, arising from avoidance of
significant village housing growth, although somewhat tempered by a limited impact on
the archaeology on the edge of Exeter.
C Climate Change (+2)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario, there is a significant shift towards the more sustainable travel locations of
Heart of Teignbridge and edge of Exeter, and away from the villages and rural areas in
particular. Accordingly a significant benefit in climate change terms would accrue. See
the analysis in relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which indicates that
the Newton Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to involve
lowest emissions from travel per dwelling.
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D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
E Economy and Jobs (+1?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge. This benefit is likely to be more significant acting cumulatively with the
proposals in the East Devon and Exeter Local Plans. A further uncertain secondary
benefit arises from the town centre benefits to Newton Abbot described as part of
objective F Town Centres.
F Town Centres (+1?)
Compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario, the concentration of new housing adjoining the
existing towns will provide a boost to town centre trade. Newton Abbot town centre
would have the potential to benefit significantly from the higher population in the vicinity,
but with some concern about its potential to expand in a well – planned and sustainable
manner to deal with the significant increase in customers given the very significant rate
of growth proposed in this strategy. There would probably be some negative impact at
Teignmouth and Dawlish in particular through a reduced rate of population growth, with
similar impacts possible at Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh. The new residents at the edge
of Exeter would be likely to support the city centre rather than the Teignbridge town
centres. Overall, the impact is uncertain, but has the potential to provide benefits,
subject to significant investment in Newton Abbot town centre.
G Housing (-1)
The overall provision of housing has the greatest impact on this factor. However, the
extent to which this distribution promotes housing above local need in Newton Abbot and
on the edge of Exeter, but below local need at the smaller towns, suggests some
disadvantage against this objective.
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore concentration at Exeter and Heart of Teignbridge
may have some indirect benefits. Such locations are also closer to health facilities, with
health benefits. Access to jobs and services would be improved significantly for new
benefits, supported by the economic benefits set out above, bringing additional health
and wellbeing benefits.
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I Infrastructure (+1?)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly a strategy which
focuses new homes in these locations, and reduces the provision of homes in the rural
area and in the smaller towns may be more efficient in infrastructure terms, and provide
a greater opportunity for mixed and sustainable new developments with a concentration
of new infrastructure, particularly transport, green and education infrastructure in these
locations. However, the sheer scale of development proposed at the Heart of
Teignbridge, greatly above historic rates of development, would require very significant
infrastructure change in the area, much of it early on in the plan period. If this
infrastructure can be provided in a timely fashion, which may require significant
additional external resources and early investment in design and implementation, then
overall infrastructure benefits would arise.

Exeter Facing – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (0)
Heart of Teignbridge – the significant additional development would be on peripheral
Greenfield sites, and if all Ball Clay minerals protection areas are avoided, these would
be higher sensitive landscapes and more difficult biodiversity issues (particularly
particularly in relation to bat flyways associated with the South Hams SAC).
Edge of Exeter – this very large requirement on the edge of Exeter would require more
than one urban extension or other development location in order to bring forward the
required level of housing in the plan period. Development on more sensitive landscape
areas would be necessary to achieve this, including potential impact on the undeveloped
hills forming part of the setting of the city.
Teignmouth – there would be no significant peripheral expansion of Teignmouth under
this scenario, with very limited provision over and above existing commitments being
required and therefore a significant improvement in natural environment impact would
result.
Dawlish – there would be no significant peripheral expansion of Dawlish under this
scenario, with very limited provision over and above existing commitments being
developed, and therefore impact on existing local biodiversity would be reduced
(particularly cirl bunting habitats) although these impacts can often be mitigated.
Similarly, potential recreational impact on the adjoining Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren
SPA would be limited, and therefore a strategic mitigation plan through major SANGS
may not be required. Compared with relatively unplanned, ad-hoc significant expansion
at Dawlish, this approach would bring significant biodiversity benefits.
Bovey Tracey – virtually no additional housing sites would be required beyond existing
commitments (particularly the Bradley Bends site). Potential impact on South Hams
SAC bat flyways would be avoided, although these could be mitigated with appropriate
design and layout of sites. Some landscape benefits in the vicinity.
Chudleigh - virtually no additional greenfield development would be required, beyond
existing commitments, with landscape benefits in the immediate Chudleigh area. There
is limited biodiversity benefit, because mitigation strategies have been prepared for
potential development sites which would avoid impact on the nearby European wildlife
sites.
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Other areas – the ‘no plan’ scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing. This strategy would avoid any such development sites since
existing commitments are more than sufficient. Likely widespread landscape and
biodiversity benefits would therefore arise.
The cumulative impact on the natural environment of this distribution is overall neutral or
slightly positive. The development at Exeter overall has some impact, mainly in terms of
landscape, but this is a lower impact than the benefit arising from the avoidance of
development at Teignmouth and the villages. This is somewhat balanced by the
increased impact around the Heart of Teignbridge. There are relatively limited impacts
from changes elsewhere.
B Built Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – limited impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, away from the more sensitive heritage areas.
Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the development sites under the ‘no plan’ scenario
will impact on their rural settings. Accordingly, it is likely that significant heritage benefits
would result from this strategy.
Overall, there is likely to be a benefit to the built environment, arising from avoidance of
significant village housing growth, although somewhat tempered by a limited impact on
the archaeology on the edge of Exeter.
C Climate Change (+2)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario, there is a significant shift towards the more sustainable travel locations of
the edge of Exeter and in the Heart of Teignbridge and away from the villages and rural
areas in particular. Accordingly a significant benefit in climate change terms would
accrue. See the analysis in relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which
indicates that the Newton Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to
involve lowest emissions from travel per dwelling.
D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
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E Economy and Jobs (0?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge. This benefit is likely to be more significant acting cumulatively with the
proposals in the East Devon and Exeter Local Plans. However, there is a likely
secondary disadvantage arising from the town centre disbenefit described as part of
objective F Town Centres, and overall therefore the impact may be neutral.
F Town Centres (-1)
Newton Abbot town centre would benefit from the higher population in the vicinity, but
there would probably be some negative impact at Teignmouth and Dawlish in particular
through a reduced rate of population growth, with similar minor impacts possible at
Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh. Overall, the significant shift of population proposed
towards the edge of Exeter is likely to reduce the proportion of shopping expenditure
from Teignbridge residents being spent within the district’s town centres, in favour of
expenditure within Exeter City Centre. Accordingly, overall it is likely that a disbenefit
would arise from this strategy.
G Housing (-1)
The overall provision of housing has the greatest impact on this factor. However, the
extent to which this distribution promotes housing above local need particularly on the
edge of Exeter, but below local need at the smaller towns, suggests a disadvantage
against this objective.
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore concentration at Exeter and Heart of Teignbridge
may have some indirect benefits. Such locations are also closer to health facilities, with
health benefits.
I Infrastructure (+1?)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly a strategy which
focuses new homes in these locations, and reduces the provision of homes in the rural
area and in the smaller towns may be more efficient in infrastructure terms, and provide
a greater opportunity for mixed and sustainable new developments with a concentration
of new infrastructure, particularly transport, green and education infrastructure in these
locations. However the sheer scale of development proposed at the edge of Exeter,
particularly when combined with the major development proposals within and to the east
of the city, may cause significant infrastructure concerns which are difficult to overcome
in the short term. If these difficulties can be overcome, which would probably require
significant additional external resources and early investment in design and
implementation, then overall infrastructure benefits may arise. However, this outcome is
particularly uncertain, and there is a possibility that overall infrastructure in the Exeter
area would suffer. Benefits are more likely to arise within the Heart of Teignbridge area,
where development is of a scale which can provide significant infrastructure investment,
but not too fast a rate of growth as to make this very difficult to achieve.
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Coastal and Rural Dispersed – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – there would be some additional development on greenfield
peripheral sites, but of a relatively limited scale, and with the potential to avoid the most
sensitive development sites. Limited impact.
Edge of Exeter – it is possible for this level of development to be allocated at the edge of
Exeter without impacting on sensitive landscapes and biodiversity assets. Mitigation in
relation to the Exe Estuary SPA would be required, but has been assessed as effective.
Teignmouth – this scenario would require considerable peripheral expansion of the town,
although at a slightly lower rate of development compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario,
and therefore there may be some, limited, benefit in landscape and natural environment
terms arising.
Dawlish – impact on existing local biodiversity would be reduced (particularly cirl bunting
habitats) although these impacts can often be mitigated. There would be less potential
recreational impact on the adjoining Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren SPA through
reduced housing provision, and the incorporation of a strategic mitigation plan through
SANGS would lead to significant biodiversity enhancements.
Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh – the proposed levels of development at these towns are
very similar to that which would be expected under the ‘no plan’ scenario, and therefore
there is no impact arising.
Other areas – the ‘no plan’ scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing. This strategy would require allocations in most of the villages in
addition to existing commitments, but to a much lower level than would otherwise occur.
Therefore, some landscape and biodiversity benefits would arise.
Overall, there is a small beneficial impact arising from this strategy, with some reduction
in impact in the more rural areas, while the development at the edge of Exeter has
limited impact, and limited changes elsewhere.
B Built Environment (0)
Heart of Teignbridge – limited impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, away from the more sensitive heritage areas.
Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the developments under the ‘no plan’ scenario will
impact on their rural settings. While the level of development proposed would still
require allocations in most villages, the lower overall requirement would allow for lower
impact sites, thus reducing the potential impact somewhat.
Overall, there is likely to be no change or possibly a small benefit arising from this
distribution, with more carefully considered allocations in the village having a lower
overall impact than under the ‘no plan’ scenario, partially balanced by potential increased
harm on the edge of Exeter. Limited impact elsewhere.
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C Climate Change (+1)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario, there is some shift towards the more sustainable travel locations of Heart
of Teignbridge and edge of Exeter, and a reduced level of development in the villages.
Accordingly some benefit in climate change terms would accrue. See the analysis in
relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which indicates that the Newton
Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to involve lowest emissions
from travel per dwelling.
D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
E Economy and Jobs (+1?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter. This benefit is likely to be
more significant acting cumulatively with the proposals in the East Devon and Exeter
Local Plans.
F Town Centres (0)
The new residents at the edge of Exeter would be likely to support the city centre rather
than the Teignbridge town centres, although this may also be true of the residents in the
villages. Overall, these impacts appear likely to cancel each other out.
G Housing (0)
Limited impact (as this is very similar to the no plan scenario)
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore additional housing at Exeter may have some
indirect benefits, supported by closer access to the health services in the city.
I Infrastructure (+1)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly, development on
the edge of Exeter is likely to be more efficient in infrastructure terms, and provide a
greater opportunity for mixed and sustainable new developments. It also provides the
opportunity for concentration of new infrastructure, particularly transport, green and
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education infrastructure. Overall, therefore, some infrastructure benefits would arise.

Preferred Options – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (+2)
Heart of Teignbridge – there would be additional development on greenfield peripheral
sites, but with the potential to avoid the most sensitive development sites. Some
additional impact in the area.
Edge of Exeter – it is possible for this level of development to be allocated at the edge of
Exeter without impacting on sensitive landscapes and biodiversity assets. Mitigation in
relation to the Exe Estuary SPA would be required, but has been assessed as effective.
Teignmouth – this scenario would require considerable peripheral expansion of the town,
although at a slightly lower rate of development compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario,
and therefore there may be some, limited, benefit in landscape and natural environment
terms arising.
Dawlish – impact on existing local biodiversity would be reduced (particularly cirl bunting
habitats) although these impacts can often be mitigated. There would be less potential
recreational impact on the adjoining Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren SPA through
reduced housing provision, and the incorporation of a strategic mitigation plan through
SANGS would lead to significant biodiversity enhancements.
Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh – the proposed levels of development at these towns are
very similar to that which would be expected under the ‘no plan’ scenario, and therefore
there is no impact arising.
Other areas – the ‘no plan’ scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing growth. This strategy would avoid any such allocations since
existing commitments are sufficient. Likely widespread landscape and biodiversity
benefits would therefore arise.
The cumulative impact on the natural environment of this distribution is overall
significantly positive, mainly because of the relatively limited impact of development on
the edge of Exeter, compared with the sites avoided at the villages, and limited additional
impact elsewhere.
B Built Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – limited impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, away from the more sensitive heritage areas.
Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the development sites under the ‘no plan’ scenario
will impact on their rural settings. Accordingly, it is likely that significant heritage benefits
would result from this strategy.
Overall, there is likely to be a benefit to the built environment, arising from avoidance of
significant village housing growth, although somewhat tempered by a limited impact on
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the archaeology on the edge of Exeter.
C Climate Change (+2)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario, there is a significant shift towards the more sustainable travel locations of
Heart of Teignbridge and edge of Exeter, and away from the villages and rural areas in
particular. Accordingly a significant benefit in climate change terms would accrue. See
the analysis in relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which indicates that
the Newton Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to involve
lowest emissions from travel per dwelling.
D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
E Economy and Jobs (+1?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge.
F Town Centres (0)
The new residents at the edge of Exeter would be likely to support the city centre rather
than the Teignbridge town centres, although this may also be true of the residents in the
villages. Overall, these impacts appear likely to cancel each other out.
G Housing (0)
The overall provision of housing has the greatest impact on this factor, otherwise limited
impact.
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore additional housing at Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge may have some indirect benefits, supported by closer access to the health
services in the city and within Newton Abbot
I Infrastructure (+2)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly, development on
the edge of Exeter and increased provision at the Heart of Teignbridge is likely to be
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more efficient in infrastructure terms, and provide a greater opportunity for mixed and
sustainable new developments. It also provides the opportunity for concentration of new
infrastructure, particularly transport, green and education infrastructure. Overall,
therefore, significant infrastructure benefits would arise

Submission Local Plan – comparison with “no plan” evolution
A Natural Environment (+2)
Heart of Teignbridge – some additional development, but avoiding the most sensitive
sites around the settlement in landscape and biodiversity terms, with any impacts further
limited by mitigation strategies associated with major allocations. In particular, mitigation
in relation to the South Hams SAC has been assessed as being effective.
Edge of Exeter – it is possible for this level of development to be allocated at the edge of
Exeter without unduly impacting on sensitive landscapes and biodiversity assets.
Mitigation in relation to the Exe Estuary SPA would be required, but has been assessed
as effective.
Teignmouth – there is some peripheral expansion of Teignmouth under this scenario,
avoiding the most sensitive landscapes and biodiversity areas, and therefore a significant
improvement in natural environment impact would result.
Dawlish – there is a small reduction in development levels at Dawlish compared with the
no plan scenario, and therefore no significant difference in impact in principle. However,
the incorporation of a strategic mitigation plan through SANGS would lead to significant
biodiversity enhancements in terms of potential recreational impact on the adjoining Exe
Estuary and Dawlish Warren SPA.
Bovey Tracey – there is no difference in levels of development at Bovey Tracey
compared with the no plan scenario, with some benefit arising from the ability to take a
strategic approach to mitigating any impact on the South Hams SAC flyways in the
vicinity.
Chudleigh - there is no difference in levels of development at Bovey Tracey compared
with the no plan scenario, with some benefit arising from the ability to take a strategic
approach to mitigating any impact on the South Hams SAC flyways and site in the
vicinity.
Other areas – the “no plan” scenario implies that virtually every village would be subject
to significant housing. This strategy would avoid any such allocations since existing
commitments are sufficient. Likely widespread landscape and biodiversity benefits
would therefore arise.
The cumulative impact on the natural environment of this distribution is overall
significantly positive, mainly because of the relatively limited impact of development on
the edge of Exeter, compared with the sites avoided at Teignmouth and the villages.
There are relatively limited impacts from changes elsewhere.
B Built Environment (+1)
Heart of Teignbridge – limited impact likely, with the additional development being at the
periphery of the towns, away from the more sensitive heritage areas.
Edge of Exeter – there are significant archaeological assets around the southern edge of
Exeter, and there may be some impact on their setting from development in that area
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subject to appropriate design.
Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh – no significant impact likely.
Elsewhere – the majority of villages have conservation areas with a number of Listed
Buildings, and it is likely that many of the necessary development sites under the “no
plan” scenario will impact on their rural settings. Accordingly, it is likely that significant
heritage benefits would result from this strategy.
Overall, there is likely to be a benefit to the built environment, arising from avoidance of
village allocations, although somewhat tempered by a limited impact on the archaeology
on the edge of Exeter.
C Climate Change (+2)
The key impact of the distribution of housing is on travel patterns. Compared with the
“no plan” scenario, there is a significant shift towards the more sustainable travel
locations of Heart of Teignbridge and edge of Exeter, and away from the villages and
rural areas in particular. Accordingly a significant benefit in climate change terms would
accrue. See the analysis in relation to policy EN3 for further information on this, which
indicates that the Newton Abbot and South West Exeter allocations are the ones likely to
involve lowest emissions from travel per dwelling.
D Resource Use (0)
The amount of Greenfield land developed would not alter with different distributions.
Based on the 1970’s strategic mapping, the better agricultural land values are found
north of the Teign estuary, with significant areas of grade 1 and 2 land extending up to
the Exeter boundary. There are further grade 2 areas south of the Teign estuary and
south of Newton Abbot. More recent detailed mapping, concentrated on the urban
fringes, has indicated that urban expansion of the main settlements is unlikely to lead to
significant loss of grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. Accordingly, it appears that there is no
significant impact on agricultural land quality arising from different strategic distributions.
Overall, therefore the impact is neutral.
E Economy and Jobs (+1?)
No direct implications, but there is a potential secondary benefit from locating a labour
supply close to areas with large numbers of jobs. Accordingly, there is an uncertain
minor benefit arising from locating housing adjoining Exeter and the Heart of
Teignbridge. This benefit is likely to be more significant acting cumulatively with the
proposals in the East Devon and Exeter Local Plans.
F Town Centres (0)
Newton Abbot town centre would benefit somewhat from the higher population in the
vicinity, but there would probably be some negative impact at Teignmouth in particular
through a reduced rate of population growth. The new residents at the edge of Exeter
would be likely to support the city centre rather than the Teignbridge town centres.
Overall, these impacts appear likely to cancel each other out.
G Housing (0)
The overall provision of housing has the greatest impact on this factor. However, the
distribution is reasonably consistent with the distribution of housing need, with the
exception of Teignmouth, the latter being close to the main growth area of Newton
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Abbot. Therefore, overall there is no significant advantage or disadvantage arising from
this distribution.
H Health and wellbeing (+1)
The potential to ensure that new developments are walkable and inclusive is higher
within the larger towns, and therefore concentration at Exeter and Heart of Teignbridge
and other towns may have some indirect benefits. Such locations are also closer to
health facilities, with health benefits.
I Infrastructure (+2)
The existing infrastructure is concentrated at the larger settlements, particularly Heart of
Teignbridge and Exeter, and also in the adjoining Torbay. Accordingly this strategy
which focuses new homes in these locations, and reduces the provision of homes in the
rural area would be more efficient in infrastructure terms, and provide a greater
opportunity for mixed and sustainable new developments. It also provides the
opportunity for concentration of new infrastructure, particularly transport, green and
education infrastructure in these locations. This strategy balances that objective with
consideration of infrastructure needs in the smaller market towns and brings forward
infrastructure investment in those locations. Overall, significant infrastructure benefits
would arise.

5.4.10 The Local Plan Inspector has confirmed his support for the overall housing
strategy of the plan and consequently has not made any changes to this
distribution or any significant changes to the scale and location of housing
allocations. The implications of more recent changes in housing
commitments (in particular, two major appeal decisions) have been
considered in order to ensure that the cumulative effects of the plan are fully
appreciated. The latest data closely reflects the proposed submission
distribution (see Table 3 of this report), and therefore there is no need to
specifically appraise a revised distribution.
5.4.11 Some of the more specific impacts will of course depend on the specific
development proposals required to meet the level of need. The specific
choice of sites is a matter for consideration elsewhere in the October 2012
report and therefore some of the impacts identified are based on broad
assumptions rather than site-specific assessments. It should also be noted
that the figures include existing planning commitments, which are also part
of the ‘no plan’ scenario described in Chapter 2 of this report.
5.4.12 The impacts are summarised in the following table, each being a comparison
with the evolution of the area without the implementation of the Local Plan
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Submission

Preferred Option

Coastal Rural

Exeter Facing

Heart of
Teignbridge

Balanced

Sustainability

Table 9 – [Summary of impacts – comparison with no plan evolution]

Conclusion

A

+1

0

0

+1

+2

+2

The submission Local Plan has the
highest benefit, although similar to the
preferred option strategy.

B

+1

+1

+1

0

+1

+1

All but the coastal and rural strategy show
some benefit, with limited differences
between the others.

C

+2

+2

+2

+1

+2

+2

All but the coastal and rural strategy show
similarly significant benefits arising from
greater urban concentration.

D

0

0

0

0

0

0

No significant differences between the
strategies.

E

+1?

+1?

0?

+1?

+1?

+1?

The impacts are uncertain. The possible
lower benefits associated with the Exeter
facing strategy arises from secondary
impacts of town centre changes.

F

0

+1?

-1

0

0

0

The heart of Teignbridge focus has the
potential to perform best, but the impact is
uncertain because of the need for
significant investment and change in
Newton Abbot town centre. The Exeter
facing strategy is likely to draw
expenditure away from Teignbridge.
Other strategies are unlikely to have a
significant impact.

G

-1

-1

-1

0

0

0

Some disadvantages arise in the most
concentrated strategies as the housing
provision is not as well related to the
existing housing need.

H

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

Limited distinction between the strategies,
all provide some benefits.

I

+1

+1?

+1?

+1

+2

+2

The submitted and preferred options
strategies perform best against this factor
compared, although all strategies have
some benefits.
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5.4.13 The assessment of these options indicates that the key benefits for all of
them arise from the emphasis on development in the existing towns and on
the edge of Exeter, which are the key sustainable locations for new
development. This reflects the transport implications of urban concentration,
but also the reduced landscape and heritage impacts of limiting the
expansion of villages compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario. Each would also
benefit from the fact of having an adopted plan, since a strategic approach to
the natural environment, infrastructure (including the introduction of
Community Infrastructure Levy) and affordable housing provide cumulative
benefits. The various distributions, which all reflect these advantages to
some extent or other, vary in detail in terms of their impacts.
5.4.14 The Local Plan (“Submission”) distribution appears to most successfully
balance the various impacts, and therefore should maximise in general
terms the benefits when compared with the ‘no plan scenario’. It has been
based on a careful consideration of the infrastructure and environmental
needs of the specific settlements. The distribution is similar to that
previously suggested within the preferred options strategy, and therefore the
analysis suggests a similar impact, the main difference being a somewhat
higher natural environment benefit (although scoring the same within the
table) arising from reduced Teignmouth development levels. Other
strategies perform less well in a number of respects.

5.5

Review/Update Assessments: Strategic and General Policies

5.5.1

The October 2012 report, p40, summarised the situation in relation to the
strategic and general policies contained within the Local Plan (i.e. those
which do not allocate a specific site for development). These policies arose
from the initial airing of options within the Issues and Options Report (2010)
and then development through the Preferred Options Core Strategy (January
2012). An appraisal of the Preferred Options versions of the policies is
contained within Appendix 1. The Proposed Submission Local Plan policies,
which take account of sustainability enhancements arising from those
appraisals, are appraised in Appendix 3 of the October 2012 report.

5.5.2

However, it is considered that further justification for the choice of specific
policies is required. Therefore, taking account of the individual assessments
of each policy, and the potential alternatives which were suggested during
consultation on the preferred options document, the following paragraphs
highlight specifically the reasons for choosing the policies contained within
the Local Plan.

5.5.3

This section of the FASA seeks to provide background detail and clarification
around the reasons for choosing specific policies when compared to the
alternatives. The Summary of Changes Arising document (CDD144, 177
pages) contains a great deal information on the evolution of the policies
including reference to alternatives and should be read referred to. The
following information seeks to highlight specifically how the policy decisions
demonstrate better sustainability outcomes on balance than alternatives.
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5.5.4

A specific description of the likely secondary, cumulative and synergistic
effects of the policies and proposals is also included, set against each policy
and proposal (or, where appropriate, against groups of proposals). This
provides additional information in support of their inclusion, but also feeds
into the overall consideration of the plan’s effects contained Chapter 7 of this
report.

5.5.5

A number of minor amendments were put forward by the Council when
submitting the Local Plan contained in document CDA2 on the examination
webpage. These are not considered to make any significant difference to the
sustainability implications of the plan, and therefore have not impacted on
the SA/SEA outcomes. They are clarifications and improvements to
wording, not changes in policy as such.

5.5.6

The page references in the following discussions refer to the assessment
forms for the policies contained in the October 2012 report, unless
specifically stated otherwise.

S1A Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development (p 212)
5.5.7

Interactive effects – the policy will act with other policies to ensure that
development is not prevented or delayed unjustifiably, generally
strengthening the economic and social benefits of the plan.

5.5.8

Reasons for inclusion - this is a policy strongly recommended by the
Planning Inspectorate as being necessary to meet NPPF requirements and
no reasonable alternative was identified.

S1 Sustainable Development criteria (p212)
5.5.9

Interactive effects - seeking to ensure development follows the principles
and policies of the Local Plan and balance the competing needs of the
district without long-term compromise will, taken cumulatively with the plan
policies, result in district-wide benefits supporting all of the sustainability
objectives. These effects will be district-wide and will last beyond the plan
period.

5.5.10 Reasons for inclusion - The policy wording provides a balanced approach to
considering development proposals, taking account of a wide range of
material planning considerations. Compared with the main alternative –
having no requirements and therefore relying on the use of “material
considerations” in assessing proposals, it provides significant environmental
benefits and therefore its inclusion is justified. Various more minor
reasonable alternatives were put forward during consultation (p48),
concentrating on relatively minor wording changes with no significant impact.
The policy has been altered slightly from the preferred options version, to
remove reference to various issues which are better dealt with in other
policies (for example, carbon reduction is dealt with in S7 and EN3). While
this is reflected in a slight change in the score for the policy (from +2 to +1
against C climate change), the fact that this is picked up elsewhere in the
Local Plan means the overall impact is not reduced. However, reflecting
comments received, impact on agricultural and minerals production,
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geodiversity have been added to the policy and residential amenity has been
more clearly defined. Overall, the refinements make the policy more
workable and therefore effective. Taking account of these changes, the
policy is now considered to be the most appropriate approach to improving
the quality of development and protecting environmental assets, balancing
these where necessary against social and economic benefits.
S2 Quality Development (p213)
5.5.11 Interactive effects – the direct positive benefits on the Built Environment will
have secondary and synergistic positive effects on a number of factors. The
natural environment will benefit from incorporation of appropriate green
spaces and quality places support Health and Wellbeing. A better quality
environment may work synergistically with economy policies to result in
greater desirability of the area for businesses.
5.5.12 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides strategic guidance for the
creation of well designed areas, and refers to more detailed design guidance
being produced to flesh out the requirements further. It has been refined
from the preferred options version, taking account of comments received and
incorporating (rather than referring to) the Building for Life requirements.
(p49) This has therefore taken on board some of the alternatives suggested,
to make the policy more effective compared with the Preferred Options
version. Compared with the main alternative of not incorporating design
guidance within the Local Plan, there are significant sustainability benefits,
justifying the policy’s inclusion.
S3 Land for Business, General Industry and Storage and Distribution (p213)
5.5.13 Interactive effects – impacts combined with S4, and further analysis is
contained within the assessment of that policy.
5.5.14 Reasons for inclusion - the overall quantity of employment provision is
considered as a strategic issue in the October 2012 report and in section 5.3
of this report. (The proposed Submission Local Plan is considered to be the
most sustainable approach, even taking account of the negative scores
associated with the likely development of Greenfield sites. The natural
environment impacts can be minimised through appropriate site selection
and mitigation strategies associated with individual proposals. This element
of the policy is unchanged from the Preferred Options.
5.5.15 The distribution largely reflects the strategic distribution of housing, although
somewhat tempered by market demand in order to ensure that proposals are
effective and achievable. However, the strategy is very flexible since all
targets are set as minima, which can be exceeded. A slight increase at
South West Exeter was the only change between preferred option and
submission, which provides some economic benefit in the Exeter area.
Increasing the provision in the rural areas was put forward as an alternative
during consultation (p50), but since rural provision can come forward
already, this does not impact on the sustainability outcomes significantly.
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S4 Land for New Homes (p214)
5.5.16 Interactive effects – this policy and S3 are the main policies which
cumulatively act to bring about the built development of
greenfield/agricultural land, a negative against resource use, totalling about
470 ha (about 1% of the 420 square kilometres of land covered by the Local
Plan area). However, this must be compared against a development of
approximately 300 hectares (in addition to the existing commitments) which
would be likely under the “no plan” scenario. The plan seeks to provide a
balance of uses within locations and the district as a whole, and the
interaction of these policies will therefore act to minimise the need to travel.
The reduced need to travel has secondary positive effects on community
wellbeing and carbon and energy requirements. The policies act together in
supporting job creation, and also act synergistically to enhance the health of
those currently without housing and/or jobs.
5.5.17 Reasons for inclusion - The discussions on housing growth and distribution
earlier in Chapter 5.4 of this report explains the reasons for including this
policy and the comparison with the alternatives considered.
S5 Infrastructure (p216)
5.5.18 Interactive effects – the infrastructure helps to support development, and
therefore acts synergistically with the development policies to enhance their
benefits, particularly in social and economic terms. The construction of
infrastructure itself creates jobs directly, cumulatively with the other job
creation policies of the Local Plan.
5.5.19 Reasons for inclusion - the policy sets out the approach to infrastructure
planning and its implementation and aligns with good practice and the
general approach required by the NPPF. There are not considered to be
any reasonable alternatives to this policy, justifying the inclusion of the
policy.
S6 Resilience (p216)
5.5.20 Interactive effects –this policy directly and indirectly supports positive net
cumulative effects on the Natural and Built environment as well community
impacts of health and well being. Effects will be long lasting and district
wide.
5.5.21 Reasons for inclusion - the policy has been merged with former policy S8,
since they covered very similar issues. The policy supports adaptation to
climate change, with significant benefits, and no disadvantages. The various
minor changes proposed during consultation (p56) as reasonable
alternatives would have no significant impact. Therefore the only reasonable
alternative with any significant impact would be to delete the policy, which
would lose these benefits. The policy is therefore justified.
S7 Carbon Emission Targets (p217)
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5.5.22 Interactive effects - In reducing energy consumption, and therefore cost,
measures to reduce carbon will have the secondary effect of increasing
available household funds to support positive effects on economic activity
and wellbeing. This will balance with any potential negative impacts arising
from potential increases of cost of production which will result in no
significant net effects. The Carbon output of Teignbridge, and in particular
new development, is very small when considering the global scale, and
therefore this policy can only be effective interactively with other carbon
reduction policies across the remainder of the country and the world. The
effects of carbon reduction will be long lasting in economic and well-being
terms.
5.5.23 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is in line with the national carbon reduction
targets, although there is no specific requirement to include such a target in
a Local Plan. The benefits of so doing are significant, however. A number
of alternatives were suggested during consultation and these are assessed
below.
1.

Include more detailed targets such as a trajectory and
strategy/explanation of how the policy will be achieved. Additional
explanation has been included within the Local Plan, although a
trajectory would imply lower targets in the earlier part of the plan period,
reducing the impact.

2.

Remove the target/delete the policy. This is the ‘no plan’ approach,
relying on national building regulations and other changes, and will
have the effect of removing the benefits of the policy. Overall, the
sustainability benefits of a local approach to meeting the national target
are significant, suggesting that the policy approach should stay.

3.

Add “the council will seek to monitor and proactively manage”. This
minor wording change would have no significant effect.

4.

Community Infrastructure Levy and New Homes Bonus should be ring
fenced to bring affordable homes to a minimum of Code 5 standards.
This is beyond the scope of the policy and would be outside the scope
of CIL spending.

5.5.24 Taking these alternatives into account, the policy has significant benefits and
therefore it should be incorporated into the plan.
S9 Sustainable Transport (p218)
5.5.25 Interactive effects - in combination with the strategic place policies and the
overarching plan approach of concentrating development on major towns
where services, employment and transport connections area available, this
policy will have net positive effects on a number of sustainability objectives.
Whilst the effects will be focused on urban areas, there is potential for
secondary benefits to profitability or capacity of public transport which may
have minor positive effects on rural public transport.
5.5.26 Reasons for inclusion - the policy sets out the strategic approach to transport
planning and dealing with the transport implications of proposals, promoting
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lower carbon emissions and other sustainability benefits. A number of
changes were suggested (p58), but these were considered to have no
significant impact, or the impact was unclear. The submission policy was
improved by reference to charging points for electric vehicles. The inclusion
of the policy is justified because it provides clear sustainability benefits
compared with the other main alternative, of leaving out the policy and
relying on national policy and material considerations.
S10 Transport Networks (p218)
5.5.27 Interactive effects - synergistic interaction with the plan-wide development
there will likely be additional traffic and ridership throughout the network.
The secondary impacts of this increase in movement will have effects on a
number of the sustainability objectives, however effects of increased
movement will likely be localised and of limited duration. Safeguarding the
network is by nature a longer term objective which will last beyond the plan
period.
5.5.28 Reasons for inclusion - the benefits of the policy, protecting key transport
routes and facilities from inappropriate development, compared with the ‘no
plan’ scenario justify its inclusion in the Local Plan. The alternatives put
forward (p59) through consultation on the preferred option included a
number of more detailed proposed routes, one of which was included in the
policy due to its strategic nature and potential importance. One minor road
was removed from the policy, with limited impact. The other alternatives
were assessed as having limited significance.
S11 Pollution (p219)
5.5.29 Interactive effects - This policy works interactively with all other plan policies
to strengthen the mitigation of development improving the net impacts on a
number of sustainability objectives including health and the environment.
Requirements related to emissions from intensive livestock units may have
negative impacts on a small number of rural employment opportunities.
5.5.30 Reasons for inclusion - the inclusion of the policy is justified by the
sustainability benefits arising. The main alternative considered (p60) was to
strengthen the policy by removing the “where possible” caveats. While there
may be some benefits, the disbenefits to meeting housing and employment
needs from a more restrictive policy were considered to outweigh these.
Accordingly, the policy should be retained in its current form in the Local
Plan, with no amendments compared with the preferred options version.
S12 Tourism (p219)
5.5.31 Interactive effects - The cumulative impact of a number of tourism
developments will bring additional secondary benefits to market towns and
rural areas as visitors make use of local services. See Chapter 4 of this
report regarding interactive considerations with Dartmoor National Park.
5.5.32 Reasons for inclusion - the policy inclusion is justified by the economic and
social benefits it is likely to bring, although a minor improvement was
included between preferred options and submission to clarify the protection
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of existing environmental assets. The other alternatives suggested (p61)
were very specific proposals for inclusion, and already covered in general
terms by the policy wording or were not fully formed, and could be
considered for inclusion in more detailed proposals in specific locations.
S13 Town Centres (p220)
5.5.33 Interactive effects - the policy works with EC6 and spatial proposals to
ensure viable town centres are maintained and enhanced. Given national
trends in special forms of retailing (e.g. internet shopping) there may be
cases where town centre land is constrained from use in other forms which
indirect impacts on land values or enterprise however it is assumed these
will be specific to individual proposals.
5.5.34 Reasons for inclusion - the policy protects and enhances the role of town
centres, which are key sustainable development locations, and it is justified
by the wide range of benefits this approach brings, compared with leaving
the issue to national guidance and the consideration of “material
considerations”. The list of defined town centres is considered to include all
the potential reasonable locations – the inclusion of South West Exeter was
proposed during consultation (p61) but there is no town centre there at
present, and none proposed within the Local Plan. The change in housing
provision between preferred options and submission Local Plans led to a
reduction in the level of retail development proposed, taking account of the
technical study undertaken during the plan’s preparation. Given the
requirement in the NPPF there is no reasonable alternative proposing lower
retail development levels. Similarly, work on the duty to cooperate between
local planning authorities confirmed that providing retail development levels
above the forecast level of need would not be reasonable. The Inspector
has proposed a change to the supporting text requiring a reassessment of
retail need after 3 years, but this does not change to the operation of this
policy or the policy appraisal.
S14 Newton Abbot (p221)
5.5.35 Interactive effects – this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, S20, S21 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. The S14, S15 and S16 also accumulate to form the Heart of
Teignbridge strategic area, the main focus of new development within the
plan area. The general targets within this policy are then reflected in more
detailed allocations, policies and proposals NA1 – NA12 and many of the
proposals within HT1, HT2 and HT3.
5.5.36 Reasons for inclusion - the impacts are generally positive, and justify the
general approach set out and the inclusion of this policy. However, negative
impacts are found against Natural Environment and Resource Use, arising
from the levels of development proposed which would inevitably be on
Greenfield sites adjoining the town. Note that the level of development at
Newton Abbot reduced between the Preferred Options and Proposed
Submission Local Plans, leading to a reduction in the natural environment
impact. The strategy is partly justified because greenfield development will
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be needed whichever strategic location development is proposed (depending
on the overall quantity put forward), so a reduction in impact at Newton
Abbot would automatically lead to an increase elsewhere. Development at
this scale in Newton Abbot generally can avoid the most sensitive
landscapes and mitigation can be incorporated, therefore a relatively limited
impact is noted. The justification for the overall level and distribution of
development within the Local Plan is set out in the discussion on strategic
issues in this report. Within the Heart of Teignbridge, there is limited
potential to redistribute development from Newton Abbot to the other
settlements due to minerals and flooding constraints at Kingsteignton and
the limitations of existing facilities and services at Kingskerswell.
Accordingly, the only other reasonable alternative within the submitted Local
Plan distribution strategy would be to increase the provision at Newton
Abbot, with a consequent reduction at the other two Heart of Teignbridge
settlements. The unconsented provision at Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell
comes to about 400 dwellings in total. Redistributing these to Newton Abbot
would lead to an increase in natural environment and impact at Newton
Abbot, but a lower impact at the other settlements. However, since these
are currently on sites with limited natural environment impact, the overall
impact would increase, justifying the current distribution between the Heart
of Teignbridge settlements. Some specific alternatives were proposed
during consultation (p62), which were assessed, and a number of them
included in the submitted policy. A number of the policy requirements reflect
other policies (such as affordable housing provision) and are considered
against those issues. The policy takes account of the cumulative impacts of
the various strategic requirements as set out in the policy criteria.
S15 Kingsteignton (p222)
5.5.37 Interactive effects – see under S14. The general targets within this policy
are then reflected in more detailed allocations, policies and proposals KS1 –
KS8 and some of the proposals within HT1, HT2 and HT3.
5.5.38 Reasons for inclusion - the benefits of the policy are mainly in the social and
economic objectives, representing the impact of the housing and
employment provision, particularly the latter. These justify the approach
taken, which did not significantly vary from the Preferred Options policy.
There is some disbenefit arising from the development of Greenfield sites,
although one of these has now been largely consented. There is limited
opportunity to increase the level of development due in particular to minerals
and flooding constraints affecting current and former ball clay areas. The
main Greenfield housing site has permission, so there is also limited
potential for reducing housing provision on Greenfield sites. The significant
Greenfield employment provision is key to the economic performance of the
Heart of Teignbridge and the wider Teignbridge area, and therefore a
reduction in economic development targets at this location would reduce the
significant economic benefits currently associated with the policy, with more
significant strategic implications. The alternatives suggested (p64) were
considered and none showed a sustainability benefit against the policy. The
policy takes account of the cumulative impacts of the various strategic
requirements as set out in the policy criteria.
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S16 Kingskerswell (p223)
5.5.39 Interactive effects – See under S14. The general targets within this policy
are then reflected in more detailed allocations, policies and proposals KK1 –
KK5 and some of the proposals within HT1, HT2 and HT3.
5.5.40 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides a range of social and economic
benefits, which are somewhat balanced by the natural environment
disadvantages. These justify the policy approach taken, which was not
significantly different from the Preferred Options approach. No strategic
alternatives were put forward during consultation. See discussion under
Newton Abbot for the potential to reduce the level of development at
Kingskerswell. The policy takes account of the cumulative impacts of the
various strategic requirements as set out in the policy criteria.
S17 Dawlish (p224)
5.5.41 Interactive effects – this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S18, S19, S20, S21 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. The general targets within this policy are then reflected in more
detailed allocations, policies and proposals DA1 – DA12.
5.5.42 Reasons for inclusion - the provision of homes, jobs and associated
infrastructure provide a range of social and economic benefits which justify
the general approach set out. There are negative impacts on natural
environment and resource use associated with the development of
Greenfield land, but there are mitigation strategies in place for the former,
and the latter is associated with the overall level of development in the
district, rather than its distribution to specific settlements. The level of
development proposed in the policy reflects the assessment of and decisions
on overall level and distribution of housing set out within the strategic issues
discussion earlier and is considered to be the most sustainable approach
overall. The policy takes account of the cumulative impacts of the various
strategic requirements as set out in the policy criteria. A number of
alternatives were put forward (aside from the amount of development
proposed and the level of affordable housing) during the consultation on the
preferred options, assessed in Chapter 3 of this report.
5.5.43 Use brownfield sites – previously developed land in the vicinity of Langdon
Hospital has been included as a Draft Main Modification by the Planning
Inspector, and has been assessed separately. No other previously
developed sites have been put forward by landowners, limiting the extent to
which this is a reasonable alternative.
5.5.44 Focus new employment on regenerated Dawlish Business Park – improving
this estate is already part of the policy but it is not reasonable to suggest that
this will be sufficient in itself to significantly enhance local employment
provision. Further employment allocations are considered to be necessary
for economic and self-containment reasons.
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5.5.45 Distinguish between Dawlish and Dawlish Warren, or alternatively, recognise
that they are already contiguous and part of the same settlement - the
submitted Local Plan policy includes reference maintaining the physical
separation between Dawlish and Dawlish Warren, however there is a limited
physical separation at present and the recent appeal decision at Shutterton
did not support this reason. The Coastal Park will provide for the retention of
an existing green break in this area. The policy considers the tourism
potential of Dawlish as a whole which is considered to be the most
appropriate method for bringing economic benefits to the town.
5.5.46 More emphasis on tourism – the policy already significantly supports
sustainable tourism and how much further can be achieved in practice is
unclear. There is a limit to how far this can be pursued in the economic
circumstances associated with coastal towns and also the implications for
the adjoining European Wildlife sites, which are susceptible to recreational
impact.
5.5.47 Improve the A379 – Devon County Council has not supported significant
improvements to this road, but are considering small scale improvements in
various locations outside the Local Plan process. Accordingly, this is not a
reasonable alternative.
5.5.48 Park and ride/walk facilities – it is highly unlikely that Park and Ride facilities
are viable for a town the size of Dawlish, and Devon County Council have
not supported their provision. Accordingly, this is not a reasonable
alternative to be further considered. Similarly, park and walk facilities on the
edge of the town are of limited impact and would involve unnecessary
development of Greenfield sites.
S18 Teignmouth (p225)
5.5.49 Interactive effects - this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S17, S19, S20, S21 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. The general targets within this policy are then reflected in more
detailed allocations, policies and proposals TE3 – TE5.
5.5.50 Reasons for inclusion - the policy brings forward some social and economic
benefits arising from the housing and infrastructure provision, but has some
disadvantages from use of Greenfield land for housing provision. The main
alternative strategy was set out in the Preferred Options, with higher housing
and employment and a new link road west of the town. While the social and
economic benefits would have been significantly higher, so would the
negative impact on natural environment arising from development of
sensitive wildlife and landscape areas (although the former subject to some
mitigation). However, that strategy is not considered viable due to the cost
of the link road which runs through a steep valley, and therefore it is no
longer considered a reasonable alternative to pursue. The implications of
these issues are considered in the discussions on the level and distribution
of housing. One significant omission from this strategy is provision of an
economic development target, due to the lack of a suitable site to allocate. It
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is therefore considered that the policy provides the most sustainable
reasonable approach to development in Teignmouth, taking account of the
serious constraints associated with development in the town.
5.5.51 Alternatives suggested during the preferred options consultation included the
following:
Allocate previously developed sites – no specific sites were promoted by
landowners and therefore there is uncertainty about the possible delivery of
such a strategy. This was specifically put forward as an alternative to the
western allocations, which are no longer allocated.
Strategic open break between Teignmouth and Bishopsteignton – the
specific designation is unnecessary because of the definition of this area as
undeveloped coast, however the strategic objective has been incorporated
into the policy which provides a longer term natural environment benefit.
Delete the proposed marina – see policy TE5 for comments.
More emphasis on tourism - the policy already significantly supports
sustainable tourism and how much further can be achieved in practice is
unclear. There is a limit to how far this can be pursued in the economic
circumstances associated with coastal towns.
S19 Bovey Tracey (p226)
5.5.52 Interactive effects - this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S17, S18, S20, S21 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. The general targets within this policy are then reflected in more
detailed allocations, policies and proposals BT1 – BT6.
5.5.53 Reasons for inclusion - the policy brings forward social and economic
benefits. The area is within the general sustenance zone for Greater
Horseshoe Bats within the South Hams SAC, and there are strategic flyways
in the area. Studies undertaken to support the Habitat Regulations
Assessment have provided the basis for strong mitigation policies being
included within the allocation policies and elsewhere in the Local Plan, which
are assessed as being effective. Accordingly, the natural environment
impacts are at a generally low level, and are associated with landscape and
non-European wildlife issues. The policy is therefore appropriate for
inclusion. An application on land at Bradley Bends for 210 dwellings and
associated employment was granted on appeal recently, and therefore forms
part of the “do nothing” evolution for development in Bovey Tracey. This
permission has committed the alternative site location, and therefore there is
no significant reasonable alternative involving a further increase in
allocations at Bovey Tracey. A reduction in the amount of development
would enable some limited reduction in natural environment impact but also
a corresponding reduction in the social and economic benefits. Alternative
levels of development at Bovey Tracey have to be seen in the context of the
overall level and distribution of development across the plan area, which is
discussed in Chapter 5.4. There were no alternatives put forward during the
preferred options consultation.
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S20 Chudleigh (p227)
5.5.54 Interactive effects – this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, S21 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. The general targets within this policy are then reflected in more
detailed allocations, policies and proposals CH1 – CH9.
5.5.55 Reasons for inclusion - the strategy for Chudleigh brings forward a number
of social and economic benefits. The key concern under natural
environment related to the potential impact on the South Hams SAC,
designated for its Greater Horseshoe Bat population, within which Chudleigh
Caves are a key component. However, detailed assessments, reflected in
the Habitat Regulations Assessment, have shown that strong mitigation
measures included in the Local Plan can prevent any negative impact. The
minor negative score against natural environment relate to minor landscape
and other biodiversity impacts likely to arise from the Greenfield
development sites necessary to meet this strategy. These factors have been
considered in the discussion under the level and distribution of development
in the strategic issues section. The policy has been slimmed down from the
preferred options version, because many of the objectives were general
ones provided for in other strategic policies, rather than specific to the
settlement, and therefore there is no sustainability impact from these
changes.
5.5.56 The alternatives suggested through the preferred options consultation are
set out in Chapter 3 of this report along with the reasons for not including
them.
5.5.57 Increasing the housing allocation – there is an effective limit on housing
provision due to sewerage and primary school capacity, therefore this is not
a reasonable alternative to pursue.
5.5.58 Require archaeological investigations - has been incorporated in the more
detailed Chudleigh chapter under the various allocations, rather than in this
policy.
5.5.59 Delete secondary school site – this has been removed from the more
detailed Chudleigh policies, given the lack of need.
S21 Villages (p228)
5.5.60 Interactive effects – this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, S20 and S22) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular.
5.5.61 Reasons for inclusion - the policy forms a key part of the distribution policy,
strategically limiting the development of the rural areas. The impact of this is
further discussed in the earlier section on strategy, and indicates that this
approach is overall the most sustainable approach. The negative
implications for climate change and resource use reflect the potential minor
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increase in rural traffic compared with the option of not having villages
designated at all. However, it should be noted that the ‘no plan’ scenario
envisages a significant continued level of rural development, and compared
with that scenario this plan would promote a significant reduction in rural
housing development.
5.5.62 A number of alternative approaches were suggested during the preferred
options consultation as follows:
Increase development at villages and/or assign housing targets - the
implications would be the need to allocate sites at villages in the Local Plan,
a number of which have no known available development sites.
Alternatively, without allocated sites, there would be the likelihood of sites
coming forward in an ad-hoc manner outside defined settlement limits to be
considered on their merits. The overall implications of each would be impact
on natural and built environment and climate change, for the reasons
discussed in the strategy section of this report.
Add Ogwell, Holcombe and Teigngrace as villages - It is accepted that
Ogwell has access to a range of facilities and therefore it has been added to
the list, which will overall have limited sustainability impact strategically, but
likely some localised benefits to Ogwell. Holcombe and Teigngrace do not
have the range of facilities, and therefore extension to these would have the
potential to increase traffic-related carbon emissions to an extent which
outweighs the localised social benefits arising from additional housing in
those places.
Specify that Broadhempston is unique and exclusive – the policies on design
and conservation areas would act to ensure that development respects the
individual character of all such places, and therefore this approach would not
appear to be justified in sustainability terms.
S21A Settlement Limits (p228)
5.5.63 Interactive effects – The policy acts to support the implementation of overall
distribution strategy, the countryside protection policy S22 and a number of
the development management policies which require a definition of
settlement limit for their implementation.
5.5.64 Reasons for inclusion - the policy acts in support of the overall distribution
strategy, by clarifying the definition of the settlement limits for policy
purposes. The benefits of the approach (with no disadvantages likely) justify
the inclusion of the policy.
S22 Countryside (p229)
5.5.65 Interactive effects – this policy works cumulatively with the other strategic
place policies (S14, S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, S20 and S21) to implement
the distribution and growth strategy contained within policies S3 and S4 in
particular. It is supported by the settlement limit policy S21A and by specific
policies on development in the countryside (for example EC3 and WE5).
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5.5.66 Reasons for inclusion - the approach has very significant environmental
benefits, supporting the overall approach to distribution set out in the
strategic issues section. The negative implications, arising from the
limitation on development set out in the policy, are mitigated by the policy
wordings which allow for small scale housing, employment and other
developments to meet local needs. Overall, the policy has significant
sustainability benefits justifying its inclusion.
5.5.67 The alternative suggested through the preferred options consultation were:
Return to the use of AGLV designation – the environmental benefits of AGLV
designation are considered under new policy EN2A and justify its
incorporation into the Local Plan.
Reduce the range of permitted uses – the general implications of a more
limited range of uses would be to increase the social and economic
disadvantages of the policy. However, there would be limited environmental
benefits arising from such a change because the policy contains specific
environmental protection requirements which already mitigate such impacts.
Overall, therefore, this would reduce the sustainability benefits of the policy.
Include conversion of redundant buildings to residential use. The implication
of this would be to increase the disbenefit against climate change due to
encouragement of sporadic residential development throughout the
countryside in locations where services and employment can only be
accessed by car. While there may be limited social benefits from an
increase in housing provision, there would be no affordable housing provided
due to the small scale nature of the provision, and evidence indicates that
these dwellings are at the higher end of the value range, with limited access
by the local population, with generally lower than average wages. The
overall sustainability disbenefits of this approach do not justify the change
proposed. Similar comments apply to the suggestion of allowing small scale
housing in appropriate locations in the countryside (to the extent that these
are not already permitted within the policy).
Promote improved recreational access to the countryside – this is already
explicit in the policy and therefore no benefit would arise from further
wording of this nature.
S23 Neighbourhood Plans (p229)
5.5.68 Interactive effects – none certain, depends on the contents of any
Neighbourhood Plans being prepared.
5.5.69 Reasons for inclusion - the policy reflects legislative requirements for
Neighbourhood Plans, but provides helpful guidance, and its inclusion is
therefore justified.
S25 Ashburton and Buckfastleigh (p230)
5.5.70 Interactive effects – the policy provides a context for the implementation of
certain development policies relating to proposals adjoining settlement limits
(for example EC3 and WE5). Developments such as these will act
interactively with proposals within the settlements of Buckfastleigh and
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Ashburton, within the area of the Dartmoor National Park, to meet social and
economic needs and in terms of any environmental impact.
5.5.71 Reasons for inclusion - the policy has potential social and economic benefits,
providing greater flexibility for the settlements of Ashburton and
Buckfastleigh to meet their own needs, without the need to develop within
the National Park. There is a minor potential impact on resource use,
depending on the extent to which additional development is permitted as a
result of this policy. The policy is justified, compared with the preferred
options approach which did not have the policy.
EC1 Business Development (p230)
5.5.72 Interactive effects – working with EC2, the support for delivery and retention
of employment will work synergistically with the housing allocations and
policies to potentially result in greater desirability of the area for inward
migration. Whilst this aids prosperity and wellbeing it will potentially require
additional mitigation in future plans.
5.5.73 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides economic and associated social
benefits, although the extent to which these apply will depend on the market
taking up the opportunities and is likely to be limited by the relatively low
values associated with employment development. The alternatives
suggested during consultation (p75) were assessed, and none of them
would improve the sustainability impacts of the policy. The policy is
therefore justified.
EC2 Loss of Employment Sites (p231)
5.5.74 Interactive effects - as noted in the SEA assessment retention of
employment sites reduces the potential for new brownfield land for housing
with secondary effect on built environment and regeneration.
5.5.75 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides economic and associated social
benefits through the retention of employment sites. The policy has been
assessed against the no-plan approach, which would lead to proposals
being considered against the NPPF advice, which is significantly more
supportive of such proposals. The economic benefits of the policy outweigh
the disadvantages, and this justifies the retention of the policy, particularly
given the overall plan objectives associated with a dramatic growth in local
job creation. The recent change in permitted development allowing more
changes of use from offices to housing somewhat limit the impact of the
policy, although none of the scores are affected.
5.5.76 The main alternative suggested during consultation (p77) on the preferred
options, was a more flexible approach, and the effect was to further reduce
both the advantages and disadvantages.
EC3 Rural Employment (p232)
5.5.77 Interactive effects - this policy will be effective interactively with policy S22 to
enable ongoing economic activity for rural-based businesses. Businesses
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established with support from this policy may operate beyond the plan period
and as a result effects may be long lasting.
5.5.78 Reasons for inclusion -the policy provides for relatively small scale
employment development in the rural areas, including mitigation to minimise
impacts on natural environment, and is therefore justified for inclusion. The
alternatives suggested during preferred options consultation (p78) were
assessed, and led to some minor improvements/clarifications to the policy
wording but no overall significant changes.
EC4 Working from Home (p233)
5.5.79 Interactive effects - this policy will result in secondary positive effects on
travel-related impacts. Due to the small scale and dispersed nature of these
the net impacts of the policy, whilst largely positive, are not considered
significant.
5.5.80 The effects of this policy will be fairly short term as use will generally be
linked to the period of the owner/occupants tenure or employment.
5.5.81 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides appropriate and positive
guidance, which will support job creation in a sustainable manner, and is
therefore appropriate. The policy was amended slightly between preferred
options and submission, to reflect a number of specific criteria against which
proposals could be considered, in accordance with a comment received at
preferred options stage (p79). No other reasonable alternatives were put
forward
EC5 Equine Development (p233)
5.5.82 Secondary, etc impacts - this policy works with other rural development and
economic policies with cumulative positive benefits for rural prosperity.
Attracting those with a recreational interest in equine activities may have
secondary impacts on tourism and vehicle traffic as riders drive to stables or
events. This will however be short term and fairly isolated.
5.5.83 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by the potential economic
benefits, depending on the take-up. A wording improvement to the policy
compared with the preferred options version should successfully reduce any
impact on the natural environment to acceptable levels. One suggested
alternative (p79) was to reduce the area of land per horse, but this was
assessed to have a negative natural environment impact.
EC6 Large Scale Retail Development (p234)
5.5.84 Interactive effects – the town centre policy S13 and the more detailed
policies EC6 – EC9 work together synergistically, to protect and enhance the
vitality and viability of town centres. They do this by promoting well
designed, active and economically diverse new development in town
centres, preventing unnecessary out of town retail and maintaining an
appropriate range of uses in the key streets. More specific enhancement
and development proposals contained in the settlement chapters will add
further synergistic forces to this overall strategy. There are secondary
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economic, social and environmental benefits arising from a concentration of
uses and jobs in accessible town centres.
5.5.85 Reasons for inclusion - the proposal, which broadly conforms with the ‘town
centre first’ approach set out in the NPPF, brings forward significant benefits
which justify its inclusion. The alternatives put forward during the preferred
options consultation (p80) were assessed, and two of these were taken on
board – to increase the threshold for out of centre shopping (to coincide with
the definition of convenience stores used by the Competition Commission)
and to allow the definition of a town centre impact to be considered on a
case by case basis. Overall, these changes are unlikely to have a
sustainability impact, but are justified by improved usefulness of the policy.
Two other suggested changes were assessed, but the policy as written is
considered to be appropriate and provide sustainability benefits. The Local
Plan Inspector has proposed a wording change which will impact on its
implementation, but does not affect the overall thrust of the policy and will
not require a change to the policy appraisal.
EC7 Primary Shopping Frontages (p235)
5.5.86 Interactive effects – see EC6.
5.5.87 Reasons for inclusion - this policy is justified by its importance in retaining
the central retail function of the core retail area and therefore its competitive
advantage.
EC8 Secondary Shopping Frontages (p235)
5.5.88 Interactive effects – see EC6.
5.5.89 Reasons for inclusion - this important policy is justified because of the
economic and visual benefits of maintaining the secondary shopping streets
as vibrant, mixed service areas. A suggested addition to the policy (p81)
was to introduce a requirement to allow no more than 3 adjoining non-active
uses, but there was no clear basis for considering this would improve the
areas.
EC9 Developments in Town Centres (p236)
5.5.90 Interactive effects – see EC6.
5.5.91 Reasons for inclusion - this policy is justified because it will improve town
centre developments and bring a range of social, economic and
environmental benefits. No other alternatives were suggested.
EC10 Local Shops (p236)
5.5.92 Interactive effects – the policy is consistent with, and therefore supports the
town centre policies S13 and EC6 – 9. The provision of local shopping will
have secondary effects of improving health and reducing travel in some
areas by providing more accessible local services.
5.5.93 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified, by allowing the creation of new
local shops serving existing or proposed residential areas, with various
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social economic and environmental benefits. The submitted policy increased
the size of permitted shops, which should have the effect of increasing the
economic benefits. The specific threshold chosen, however, is still of a scale
which should have no significant impact on town centres and therefore
overall the policy’s impact has been improved.
EC11 Tourist Accommodation (p237)
5.5.94 Interactive effects – additional visitors will directly lead to increased
employment, but also their secondary spend would also support employment
in other customer- based services in the area. This may be a synergistic
effect as well, provided that expenditure circulates within the local economy.
The policy provides a synergistic combination with EC12, which allows for
additional attractions.
5.5.95 Reasons for inclusion - On balance, the policy will support economic benefits
with limited negative impacts and therefore is justified.
EC12 Tourist Attractions (p238)
5.5.96 Interactive effects – see EC11.
5.5.97 Reasons for inclusion - On balance, the policy will support economic benefits
and mitigation of negative impacts will be required.
Wellbeing Policies
WE1 Housing Plan, Monitor and Manage (p238)
5.5.98 Interactive effects – policies WE1 – WE3 and S4 work together to ensure
that appropriate housing provision is made, including affordable housing.
The direct effects of available housing include shelter and safety which
cumulatively have a strong positive influence for health and human
populations. Cumulative impact of housing development will bring changes
to landcover and visible landscape particularly in allocation areas (see place
specific policy information). Long term cumulative and indirect impact of
housing supply should be reduced price pressure on housing leading to
greater stability and affordability locally. This may have a consequent
indirect effect of leading to pressure from inward migration should access to
housing in the Teignbridge plan area be significantly better than elsewhere.
However, the authorities of the Exeter Housing Market Area have provided
for sufficient housing over the next 15 – 20 years to meet the assessed level
of need and therefore should work together to improve affordability over a
wider area. Similar effects should arise cumulatively across England, arising
from the requirements of the NPPF on housing supply and the need to
maintain a 5 year supply of housing land.
5.5.99 Stable growth in housing directly leads to increased labour supply which will
indirectly increase the desirability of the Plan area for business development.
The synergistic action of housing policies with Economy policies and
employment land policies will be for enhanced economic growth in the plan
area.
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5.5.100 The cumulative effects of these policies will be district wide and very long
term.
5.5.101 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified since it acts to ensure that
necessary housing is brought forward by setting out the necessary actions,
with social and economic benefits. While the level of housing provision has
reduced between preferred options and submission, the overall impact of
this policy has not changed. The alternatives suggested were assessed
(p84), and have not been incorporated for the reasons set out.
WE2 Affordable Housing Site Targets (p239)
5.5.102 Interactive effects – see WE1.
5.5.103 Reasons for inclusion - the policy strikes an appropriate balance between
the provision of affordable housing and the contribution of development to
infrastructure (via CIL) and is therefore considered the most appropriate in
all of the circumstances. It proposes a reduced proportion of affordable
housing compared with the preferred options, to reflect more recent viability
work and the level of Community Infrastructure Levy proposed. Other
alternatives/amendments suggested during the consultation (p85) were
assessed and were included where appropriate.
WE3 Retention of Affordable Housing (p240)
5.5.104 Interactive effects – see WE1.
5.5.105 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides, acting with the other affordable
housing policies to ensure that affordable housing is affordable and available
to people in need. The alternatives suggested during consultation were
assessed and not considered to provide improved sustainability (p87). A
number of changes were made to the policy between preferred options and
submission, providing more detail on backup strategies for affordable
housing management and improving its effectiveness. The revised policy is
therefore justified.
WE4 Inclusive Design and Layout (p240)
5.5.106 Interactive effects – the role of the policy in enhancing social cohesion by
avoiding obvious differences between different housing tenures should, in
the longer term, lead to improved health.
5.5.107 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by the visual and health benefits
provided. The alternative (p88), of allowing provision of affordable housing
in discreet blocks within housing areas, would negate these benefits, without
providing any apparent advantages, and is therefore not a suitable
alternative. Some minor alterations to the policy were made to improve its
effectiveness, without changing the overall approach or significantly
impacting on sustainability.
WE5 Rural Exceptions (p241)
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5.5.108 Interactive effects - WE5 is not site-specific; however it may introduce small
amounts of housing in more rural areas which by nature require greater need
to travel for services. The policy ties exceptions to where there is a local
need for housing and this local condition should minimise need to travel for
work. Any related market dwellings will likely have a small increase in
transport movements however this is not likely to be significant in numbers.
Due to the dispersed nature of rural communities and the scale of any
exception site development it is unlikely that there will be significant
cumulative effects. The secondary benefits towards health in rural areas are
reflected in the assessment.
5.5.109 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is a key one to bring forward affordable
housing in the rural areas, and therefore has significant benefits in those
locations, justifying its inclusion. The alternatives put forward (p89) during
the preferred options consultation were not considered to provide
sustainability benefits to the policy. There were some minor wording
changes to the policy between preferred options and submission, to clarify
and improve effectiveness, but without altering the overall approach or the
sustainability impacts significantly.
WE6 Homes for the Travelling Community (p241)
5.5.110 Interactive effects – should lead to health and welfare benefits to a small but
discreet section of the community as a secondary effect. Similarly, providing
authorised sites will reduce the use of unauthorised sites therefore reducing
conflict and enhancing social cohesion, further improving health overall.
5.5.111 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides for a small scale exception to the
general approach to housing policies, to meet the specific needs of the
gypsy and traveller community. There are significant cultural and health
benefits arising, although some minor disadvantage in terms of travel, arising
from the more permissive approach to rural development. In considering this
issue, the very small numbers of pitches likely to be involved limits the
negative impact, but the positives are very significant for the people involved.
The policy approach is therefore justified. The alternatives suggested during
consultation (p90) were considered and not found to improve the
sustainability of the policy, being generally more restrictive. There were
changes to the policy to provide an overall target, based on new evidence,
and to include the needs of travelling showpeople within the policy.
However, while these provide improvements to its effectiveness, they do not
affect the scoring against the housing and health benefits, which were
already high.
WE6A Middletree Park (p242)
5.5.112 Interactive effects – there will be limited interaction with other policies due to
the remote nature of the site. Secondary impacts include improved health
for part of the travelling community. The allocation supports the provision of
a 5 year supply of gypsy and traveller pitches, and therefore works
interactively with policy WE6.
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5.5.113 Reasons for inclusion - this is an allocation for 15 Gypsy and/or traveller
pitches, and now has planning permission. There are some natural
environment and travel concerns, but these are outweighed by the housing
and health benefits of the site, which meets over 20% of the needs during
the plan period. There is public money available to fund the site’s
development. The alternative of not allocating this site would now be of
limited effect, since the planning permission has been granted.
WE7 Custom Build Dwellings (p242)
5.5.114 Interactive effects - custom build may build local supply chains which will
have positive effect on jobs and economy which, in combination with other
employment development plans will increase the magnitude of impact.
These indirect impacts will be largely short-term during construction however
the ongoing occupation of homes will have a long term positive impact on
the economic objectives.
5.5.115 Reasons for inclusion - The policy will provide sites for custom/self builders
and bring a range of benefits, in addition to those arising from the housing
provision itself. This justifies the general approach. The submitted policy
varied from the preferred options policy by removing the requirement for a
proportion of smaller homes and for working from home, since these were
considered to be difficult to implement, or there was no indication that the
market was failing to provide the variety sought.
WE8 Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and
Boundary Treatments (p243)
5.5.116 Interactive effects - Extensions and changes within/to curtilage may to a
small extent reduce demand pressure to develop non-urban greenfield land
(secondary impact). Potential for intensification of urban built up area close
to allocation areas (synergistic). Clarification of conditions in (a) to (f) of the
policy mitigate overall impacts.
5.5.117 Reasons for inclusion - this policy, which provides appropriate guidance for
the very common small scale domestic proposals, will provide built
environment and health benefits, and is therefore justified. A restriction on
the size of such developments may act to reduce the market for local
builders with minor economic disbenefits, but the overall benefits of the
policy outweigh any likely impact. A suggestion (p91) to refer to the wildlife
benefits of hedges was considered as potentially beneficial, but the issue
was covered in more detail in other policies of the Local Plan and therefore
was not considered necessary for sustainability benefits.
WE9 Rural Workers’ Dwellings (p243)
5.5.118 Interactive effects - this policy works with rural and village strategic policies,
and economic policies to enhance rural economy (cumulative, synergistic).
Removal of agricultural tie / conditions may increase commuting with slight
negative effects on carbon.
5.5.119 Reasons for inclusion - the benefits to the rural economy and to housing
provision in the rural areas provide justification for this policy, which reflects
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national policy and good practice. Suggestions for change (p92) included
both making the policy more and less restrictive, and were considered. The
balance of requirements set out in the policy is considered to provide the
best balance between rural restraint and provision of employment-related
homes, and is therefore retained. A minor change relating to the design of
dwellings was added for submission, which will improve the impact of the
policy in terms of natural and built environment.
WE10 Removal of Conditions Imposed on Rural Workers’ Dwellings (p244)
5.5.120 Interactive effects – see WE9.
5.5.121 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides a balanced approach to the
retention of homes in rural areas which are specifically built to meet the
needs of agricultural or other rural businesses. The general approach
accords with good practice, but there are advantages and disadvantages
arising from it. The small numbers of dwellings likely to be affected means
any impacts are minor. The policy provides an appropriate balance between
these factors, and is therefore justified. No alternative approaches were
justified.
WE11 Green Infrastructure (p244)
5.5.122 Interactive effects - Interactively with place specific policies and designations
in the proposals map this policy should have a strong positive impact on the
Natural Environment, Built Environment, Climate Change and Health and
Wellbeing. The longer term effect of provision of GI within and connected to
developments may increase uptake of active recreation with health benefits.
There may be additional synergistic benefits related to sustainable urban
drainage and flood prevention arising from this policy. Supporting policies
for allotments will work with environmental and place policies to benefit
Health and Wellbeing as well indirectly improving health and climate
resilience. The impacts of this policy will be long lasting and will exert
positive influence beyond development areas connecting to the rest of the
district.
5.5.123 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides a wide range of benefits, many of
them highly beneficial, and the approach is justified. The policy wording was
improved from preferred options to submission to reflect some of the
suggestions made and to enhance its effectiveness and clarity. One key
change was to increase the requirements for green infrastructure (from
60sqm to 110sqm per dwelling) but to clarify the relationship between on-site
provision and off-site provision, the latter through Community Infrastructure
Levy or other appropriate Council – led investment. Specific proposals (p93)
not included were as follows:
5.5.124 Include distance requirements between dwellings and Green Infrastructure –
while this may have some health benefits, it is unclear whether this is a
significant problem, and the policy requires on-site provision of the key local
facilities in any case. Such a requirement would reduce flexibility and may
not be feasible in some cases, and could therefore act to prevent acceptable
housing sites coming forward.
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5.5.125 Specifically refer to safety issues of recreational use of SUDS – this is
considered to be too detailed and would be picked up in specific scheme
assessments.
WE12 Loss of Local Facilities (p245)
5.5.126 Interactive effects – jointly with WE13, this policy seeks to limit the loss of
public facilities and open spaces. Retention of local facilities supports
community development with secondary reduction in need to travel for some
facilities which has a small positive benefit to Climate Change and the
Natural Environment. The effects of these policies will be largely local to
development areas and will last throughout the period of the Local Plan.
5.5.127 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by the support it gives to the
retention of important services within mixed use communities. A proposed
alternative (p95) of strengthening the policy was considered, but in the case
of commercial operations, there is a practical limit to how much the planning
system can retain a facility, the alternative may be for it to remain closed if a
viable use cannot be found. A proposal to have a separate policy to cover
the protection of recreational open space was considered beneficial, and
policy WE13 was therefore introduced into the Local Plan.
WE13 Protection of Recreational Land and Buildings (p246)
5.5.128 Interactive effects – see WE12.
5.5.129 Reasons for inclusion - this is a new policy which arose from consideration of
alternatives to policy WE12, and provides a range of benefits through the
retention of open space and other recreational facilities within existing
locations.
Environment Policies
5.5.130 EN1 Strategic Open Breaks (p246)
5.5.131 Interactive effects – cumulatively, with policies EN2 and EN2A provides
significant areas of undeveloped land which are given additional protection
from development over and above normal countryside policies, and therefore
will lead to greater levels of development in unallocated areas. The policy
adjoins a similar policy in Torbay. Retaining larger contiguous areas of undeveloped/lightly developed land will provide opportunity to support larger
areas of biodiversity which supports both species with small ranges as well
as migratory species or those relying on movement corridors (as in some bat
species).
5.5.132 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by the built environment benefits
of retaining these important open breaks. The various suggested changes
(p96) were all considered, but no sustainability benefits were considered to
arise from them. An additional break was defined between South West
Exeter and Exminster village, reflecting the benefits of retaining separation
between the village and the built up area of Exeter.
EN2 Undeveloped Coast (p247)
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5.5.133 Interactive effects – see EN1. Will act cumulatively with similar policies in
adjoining districts to protect the setting of the South Devon coast. This is
particularly relevant in relation to the Exe Estuary, the other shore of which is
within East Devon. The designation does not overlap with AGLV (see policy
EN2A). There will be positive indirect and synergistic impacts on tourism
and rural development however this will result in more pressure for
development and price pressure on existing properties leading to net
neutrality or uncertainty.
5.5.134 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides protection for a specific form of
landscape (and seascape) which is justified by its attractiveness, importance
and relative scarcity. There are economic disadvantages due to the
restrictions on development, but these are justified by the overall beneficial
balance, and the availability of other locations for development on less
sensitive sites. The policy wording was improved and clarified between
preferred options and submission, referring to nature conservation, the
Shoreline Management Plan and setting out some permissible forms of
development. However, on balance, none of these improvements were
sufficient to affect the October 2012 report scoring. No other alternatives
were put forward.
EN2A Landscape Protection and Enhancement (p248)
5.5.135 Interactive effects – see EN1. Acts interactively with other similar policies in
adjoining districts to protect the character of the Devon landscape. This
policy also works interactively with policy S2 (Quality Development) and
masterplanning requirements to reinforce the role of landscape setting and
designated landscape. This results in a positive net effect. The impacts of
this policy will be long term (beyond the plan period).
5.5.136 Reasons for inclusion - this policy, newly introduced in the submitted plan,
sets out landscape protection priorities and in particular defines and provides
guidance to the most attractive local landscapes as Areas of Great
Landscape Value and the setting of Dartmoor National Park. As with EN2,
the landscape benefits outweigh the minor economic and social negatives,
particularly as there are sites available for development outside these areas.
The policy is therefore justified.
EN3 Carbon Reduction Plans (p248)
5.5.137 Interactive effects – Reductions in carbon output are key to mitigating
ongoing climate change. The impact of any development in Teignbridge is
not globally significant in itself, however there will be positive cumulative
effects as each authority ensures its reduction in carbon output. Reduced
need for household budgets to be spent on energy costs (including
commuting costs) results in more disposable income which can be cycled
into the local economy (net positive Economy benefits). This policy may
synergistically interact with green infrastructure policies (WE11 – WE13) to
result in greater benefits. The effects of this policy on new development will
be very long lasting.
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5.5.138 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides for significant reductions in
carbon emissions over the plan period, working with the target in policy S7.
Additional evidence has been prepared which shows that there is a cost to
development of meeting this policy of up to £3000 per dwelling, depending
on location. Accordingly, since this would impact on the level of Community
Infrastructure Levy which could be set, there would be a negative impact on
infrastructure provision, which is a newly considered impact. Overall, this
means that the policy is much more balanced in terms of overall
sustainability impact. The Inspector has proposed a change to the policy to
reflect the need for developments to remain viable, which may marginally
impact on its performance, will also mitigate infrastructure concerns
somewhat. Overall, there is no change to the assessment as a result of this
proposed modification. There were a number of alternatives put forward
during the consultation (p98), and none were considered appropriate for
inclusion in the policy.
EN4 Flood Risk (p249)
5.5.139 Interactive effects – As development outside the floodplain will have lower
insurance costs there is a minor positive indirect impact on wellbeing and
economy as residents in appropriately-sited dwellings will have small
additional household budget available.
5.5.140 Reasons for inclusion - avoiding floodable areas is a key element of national
policy and therefore there is no reasonable alternative to the principle of this
policy. It brings forward significant health and environmental benefits, which
outweigh any social benefits through avoiding housing development in
floodable areas. A significantly more detailed approach has been set out in
the submitted policy, compared with the preferred options policy, taking on
board some of the proposed changes suggested in the consultation. Other
alternatives were considered (p99), but either did not bring forward
sustainability benefits overall or were beyond the scope of the policy.
EN5 Heritage Assets (p249)
5.5.141 Interactive effects – This policy will work synergistically with the town centre
policies to reinforce the quality and desirability of towns in the plan area
which will have further positive indirect impacts on economic objectives and
tourism. Where heritage considerations increase the cost of delivery of
development of infrastructure there may be a small scale negative indirect
impact on infrastructure costs and housing.
5.5.142 Reasons for inclusion - the proposal provides appropriate protection to
heritage assets, giving a significant range of sustainability benefits. The
policy wording was amended between preferred options and submission to
improve its effectiveness and reflect the general approach to design within
policy S2. A number of the alternatives suggested (p101) during the
preferred options consultation were incorporated within the policy, the others
were not considered to provide a sustainability benefit or not effective.
EN6 Air Quality (p250)
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5.5.143 Interactive effects – Requirements to consider air quality implications of
commuting will promote delivery of more public and active transport which
will work synergistically with other policies to deliver positive outcomes in
climate and wellbeing (health) policies. Interactively with environmental
health regulations this policy will result in localised positive benefits.
5.5.144 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by providing a range of health
and other benefits, and none of the alternatives suggested would provide
any sustainability enhancements.
EN7 Contaminated Land (p251)
5.5.145 Interactive effects – This policy is likely to localised impacts. Should
contamination require costly mitigation the indirect impact may be higher
development costs or development compromises however the net impact,
when set against wellbeing positive impacts, will be neutral.
5.5.146 Reasons for inclusion - benefits to health and resource use justify this policy,
to which no reasonable alternatives were suggested.
EN8 Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement (p251)
5.5.147 Interactive effects – This policy will act cumulatively with EN9 and the Green
Infrastructure policies to support positive net benefits to environmental
objectives. There may be synergistic effects to be mitigated where, for
example, public access or sustainable transport GI requirements will
interfere with a specific species habitat requirement. These will be unique to
requirements of specific sites and will be a key consideration in
masterplanning and negotiation.
5.5.148 Reasons for inclusion - the significant benefits to biodiversity of applying this
policy justify its inclusion. The policy provides for an appropriate balance
between biodiversity protection, enhancement and mitigation which minimise
the negative implications on development. The submitted policy expanded
and clarified the approach of the preferred submission, taking account of the
appropriate suggestions made during consultation (p104).
EN9 Important Habitats and Features (p252)
5.5.149 Interactive effects – Working cumulatively with the other Environment
policies this will lead to positive net benefits on environmental objectives.
Whilst the focus is on flora and fauna benefits, such protections will have
further synergistic benefits to water and soil quality. As important habitats
constrain development in some areas there may be limited price and/or
viability pressure on development however in context of the policy directing
development to preferred locations the effect will be largely neutral.
5.5.150 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides a comprehensive approach to the
protection and enhancement of biodiversity. A number of amendments were
made to the policy between preferred options and submission, which took
account of some of the suggested changes (p106) made during the
consultation – other changes proposed were not considered to be effective
or did not provide sustainability benefits. The policy balances biodiversity
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interests with the need for development in a way which provides significant
benefits overall, and is therefore justified.
EN10 European Wildlife Sites (p252)
5.5.151 Interactive effects – The Appropriate Assessment of the Local Plan
discusses at length the interactive likely significant effects and incombination effects of the plan on the wildlife sits. Policy EN10 works in
combination with policy EN11 to provide greater net benefits to protected
habitats and those species dependent on the habitats. Policies EN10 and
EN11 will have an impact on tourism and development policies in
constraining and guiding development, however the cumulate and indirect
impacts will be largely neutral.
5.5.152 Reasons for inclusion - European wildlife sites are strongly protected by
specific legislation, so it is not reasonable to promote a different level of
protection. The submitted policy has been made much more detailed and
widened to cover all European sites after the preferred options consultation.
EN11 Legally Protected and Priority Species (p253)
5.5.153 Interactive effects – see EN10.
5.5.154 Reasons for inclusion - the policy provides appropriate protected to legally
protected and priority species, and there is no reasonable alternative to such
protection. A number of alterations were made to the policy wording
between preferred options and submission, to make the policy more effective
and to reflect some of the suggestions put forward during consultation. A
number of suggestions were made (p107) which led to changes to other
policies instead. The policy is justified by the clear biodiversity benefits
which outweigh the potential minor disadvantages to development viability.
EN12 Woodlands, Trees and Hedgerows (p253)
5.5.155 Interactive effects - Policy EN12 will work with in-combination with other
environmental, GI, and allocation area policies to create net benefits to
natural environment, climate and health and well being objectives. There
may be a small scale, localised negative impact on site capacity, however
preserving important trees and hedges within developments will have
secondary benefits in improved local environmental quality (air quality, visual
amenity).
5.5.156 Reasons for inclusion - the policy will ensure appropriate protection of key
landscape and biodiversity features, with significant overall benefits. The
policy wording was improved and made more effective between preferred
options and submission, although the sustainability benefits arising were not
sufficient to change the scoring.
HT1 Heart of Teignbridge – Movement (p254)
5.5.157 Interactive effects – the policy works to bring about transport infrastructure
bringing direct benefits, but also providing the basis for bringing forward the
development in the Heart of Teignbridge area, and therefore cumulatively
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and synergistically supports the benefits of those developments. Improved
access also has the potential to enhance the opportunities for expansion and
redevelopment of existing, unallocated areas. The policy works interactively
with the general transport policies S9 and S10.
5.5.158 Reasons for inclusion - the policy, while it has some disbenefits for the local
environment due to the specific impacts of some of the schemes, is
necessary to bring forward the development proposed in the Local Plan
around the Heart of Teignbridge. It is therefore central to bringing about the
benefits associated with that development, as well as the specific benefits
associated with the schemes themselves. The proposals are based on
detailed infrastructure planning, taking advice in particular from Devon
County Council and the Highways Agency and therefore there are no
reasonable alternatives to their inclusion. Note that this policy incorporates
the preferred options policy NA7.
HT2 Heart of Teignbridge – Education (p254)
5.5.159 Interactive effects – the proposals are necessary for the housing proposals
in the Heart of Teignbridge to go ahead, and therefore act synergistically
with those proposals to bring about the benefits of the developments. A long
term secondary impact of improved educational attainment could be
improved local wage rates, providing significant social and economic
benefits. The policy provides more detailed support for policy S5 and S6.
5.5.160 Reasons for inclusion - the policy will ensure that the growing population in
the area will have access to educational facilities. They are based on
detailed infrastructure planning and in particular on advice from Devon
County Council and therefore there are no reasonable alternatives.
HT3 Heart of Teignbridge – Green Infrastructure (p255)
5.5.161 Interactive effects – the policy provides more detailed settlement specific
proposals which relate to the general policies S5 and WE11, acting
interactively with those policies, and with the major allocations (e.g. NA1)
which include Green infrastructure requirements. As a necessary item of
infrastructure (particularly where related to Habitat Regulations Assessment
requirements) the policy will act to support the implementation of the
development strategy in the Heart of Teignbridge and therefore acts
interactively with those proposals to bring about their social and economic
benefits. It also forms part of the mitigation strategy for those developments,
in particular in relation to natural environment impacts. Improved health and
welfare is a key secondary impact.
5.5.162 Reasons for inclusion - the policy will make a significant contribution to a
range of sustainability benefits, supporting the planned growth in the heart of
Teignbridge and based on the Green Infrastructure Strategy and on
infrastructure planning. A reduction in provision would be possible, but with
a reduction in benefits, and there would need to be assurance of no
consequential impact on the South Hams SAC – related bat flyways as a
result. There is no basis for seeking an increase in provision, based on the
green infrastructure technical evidence.
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For NA1, 2, 3, 3A, 4, 5 and 6 – see the section on Heart of Teignbridge
development options later in this chapter.
NA8 Newton Abbot Town Centre Development (p265)
5.5.163 Interactive effects – an enhanced town centre brings secondary economic
and environmental benefits, and may act to enhance the whole town’s
economy in the longer term by becoming a showpiece for the town’s
success. The policy works interactively with the general town centre policies
S13 and EC6-9 and the specific town centre proposals within the Newton
Abbot chapter. It also provides a focus for the creation of more sustainable
transport networks, acting to support HT1 and S9.
5.5.164 Reasons for inclusion - a policy justified by the potential to significantly
enhance the Newton Abbot town centre area, with a wide range of
sustainability benefits. No reasonable alternatives have been suggested.
For NA9, 10, 12, KS1, 2 and 3 – see the section on Heart of Teignbridge
development options later in this chapter.
KS4 Town Centre Consolidation (p270)
5.5.165 Interactive effects – social and economic benefits arising from an
improvement to the town’s centre. Would be supported by the KS5
proposal.
5.5.166 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is justified by the range of benefits that
creating an improved social and physical centre for Kingsteignton would
bring. No reasonable alternatives were suggested.
KS5 Town Council Offices (p271)
5.5.167 Interactive effects – see KS4.
5.5.168 Reasons for inclusion - the policy would act to support the town centre
enhancements set out in policy KS4 and is therefore justified by the
sustainability benefits of both policies working cumulatively. The alternative
contained within the preferred options version (p139), of developing the
existing town hall site for housing, is no longer feasible as the Town Council
have confirmed the site would not be available for housing use.
For KS6, 7, 8, KK1, 2 and 3 – see the section on Heart of Teignbridge development
options later in this chapter.
KK4 Aller Valley Country Park and Aller Valley Trail (p276)
5.5.169 Interactive effects – the policy supports the strategic gap remaining open
between Kingskerswell and Newton Abbot, EN1, by providing a positive use
for much of that protected area. The cycle network set out in HT1 will also
be supported, as this provides a potential route for a north-south link to
Torbay, possibly in the longer term.
5.5.170 Reasons for inclusion - the proposal would bring significant benefits to the
area, and possibly more widely. The majority is not available for

Chapter 5: Assessments Review and Update

p123

development due to floodplain and biodiversity issues. Landowners have
suggested (110) that the policy could be amended to allow for some
elements of housing development to partially fund the country park
proposals. However, there is no evidence that this is necessary to bring the
proposal forward over the period of the Local Plan or even beyond, and to do
so would be to dilute a number of the benefits. The policy is justified in its
current form.
KK5 Village Centre (p277)
5.5.171 Interactive effects – social and economic benefits arising from an
improvement to the village’s centre. The completion of the SDLR will
strongly support this proposal by major reductions in through traffic and also
direct investment in environmental enhancement in this area.
5.5.172 Reasons for inclusion - the policy would bring a range of benefits, particularly
when working interactively with the road calming and enhancement to the
current A380 through Kingsteignton village centre arising from the
completion of the South Devon Link Road in 2015. No alternative approach
has been suggested. It is therefore justified.
SWE1 and 2 - see the section on Edge of Exeter development options later in this
chapter.
SWE3 Ridge Top Park
5.5.173 Interactive effects – will work with the other SANGS at Dawlish and other
mitigation strategies to mitigate potential development impacts on the Exe
Estuary European wildlife site.
5.5.174 Reasons for inclusion – The proposal is a key element in the mitigation
strategy for the level of development adjoining the Exe Estuary European
wildlife site (particularly SWE1) and is therefore fully justified.
DA1, DA2, DA4 and DA5 – see the section on Dawlish development options later in
this chapter.
DA6 Dawlish Green Infrastructure (p285)
5.5.175 Interactive effects – will act cumulatively with the DA7 coastal park proposal,
implementing policy WE11. Secondary health and welfare benefits.
5.5.176 Reasons for inclusion - a policy justified by the range of benefits it brings,
improving the area and supporting development in the Dawlish area. A
suggestion (p112) to expand the area southwards was made as an
alternative, but there is no requirement to do so arising from development,
and therefore this would not be reasonable.
DA7 Dawlish Warren Coastal Park (p285)
5.5.177 Interactive effects – the proposal will act interactively with direct
enhancements/management of the Exe Estuary/Dawlish Warren t to protect
the European wildlife site (as set out in the Habitat Regulations Assessment)
and therefore implement policy EN10. Policy S5 confirms that provision of
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this is a key priority. The provision of development within 10 km or so of the
Exe Estuary is dependent on this provision, which therefore acts to support
the social and economic benefits of those proposals. There will be
secondary social benefits including access to recreational open space and
associated health benefits.
5.5.178 Reasons for inclusion - this is a key element of the mitigation strategy to
protect the Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren European wildlife sites from
harm, and therefore also to support significant housing development in the
Dawlish area. It is justified by the Habitat Regulations Assessment work. It
is a necessary part of the strategy, and is justified. The inclusion of serviced
visitor accommodation has been removed from the policy, reflecting the work
of the HRA. A number of alternative potential locations for the Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace have been considered, see Core Document
“Report of the requirement for Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space to
provide mitigation for proposed development at Dawlish and draw visitors
away from the Dawlish Warren and Exe Estuary protected European wildlife
sites; Analysis of potential site options May 2013”. None of these worked as
well and therefore would not bring the natural environment benefits. Two
alternatives were suggested during the preferred options consultation, and
these were assessed (p113). Bringing the proposal forward in time would
depend on the availability of funding and the need vis-à-vis the development
in the area, and is not a necessary issue to be considered in the Local Plan.
DA9 Dawlish – Movement (p286)
5.5.179 Interactive effects – the policy acts to enhance accessibility by various
modes, which have the potential to enhance access to services and
employment, support town centre enhancements and increase the potential
for active lifestyles with health benefits. The policy will therefore act
interactively with town centre protection policies and enhancement
proposals, and the provision of employment and housing to bring economic
benefits.
5.5.180 Reasons for inclusion - a policy which brings forward improvements to
efficient and sustainable transport, justified by the range of benefits. The
specific alternatives suggested (p114) during preferred options consultation
were not considered suitable or necessary.
DA10 Education Facilities (p287)
5.5.181 Interactive effects – the proposals are necessary for the housing proposals
in Dawlish to go ahead, and therefore act synergistically with those
proposals to bring about the benefits of the developments. A long term
secondary impact of improved educational attainment could be improved
local wage rates, providing significant social and economic benefits. The
policy provides more detailed support for policy S5 and S6.
5.5.182 Reasons for inclusion - the provision will support the planned growth in
Dawlish and is justified by the benefits arising from a more self-contained
community and likely secondary economic benefits. The alternative
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suggested (p115) was not clear enough to fully appraise, and no change
was made.
DA12 Regeneration (p287)
5.5.183 Interactive effects – the policy improves the immediate environment of the
specific proposals, and as a secondary effect this should enhance the
environment and therefore the economy of the whole town. Benefits to the
town centre environment should have particularly strong secondary benefits,
and will act interactively with enhanced transport access and town
centre/retail policies to bring about economic and other benefits.
5.5.184 Reasons for inclusion - the range of regeneration projects set out are based
on a series of strategies to enhance the town, and are justified by the range
of benefits they will bring. The alternatives suggested (p116) were not
considered beneficial to the policy being too detailed or already permitted
within existing policies.
TE3, TE3A - see the section on Teignmouth development options later in this
chapter.
TE4 Regeneration Proposals (p290)
5.5.185 Interactive effects - the policy improves the immediate environment of the
specific proposals, and as a secondary effect this should enhance the
environment and therefore the economy of the whole town. Benefits to the
town centre environment should have particularly strong secondary benefits,
and will act interactively with town centre/retail policies to bring about
economic and other benefits.
5.5.186 Reasons for inclusion - the range of projects will bring social, economic and
environmental benefits to the town, including town centre housing on a
previously developed site, justifying the policy.
TE5 Marina Facility at Polly Steps (p291)
5.5.187 Interactive effects – bringing additional visitors to this part of the town should
act to enhance the vitality of the town centre through additional custom,
working interactively with regeneration proposals and town centre/retail
policies. A secondary impact may be to reduce recreational pressure on the
Exe estuary, with possible wildlife benefit.
5.5.188 Reasons for inclusion - the proposal would bring the potential for direct job
creation and also indirect, by adding to visitors in the Teignmouth town
centre and elsewhere in the area. There is some potential for wildlife impact
locally, but balanced against the possible benefits of drawing visitor pressure
away from the Teign estuary. Overall, this will bring significant benefits to
support the local economy, justifying its inclusion.
BT1, BT2A, BT2B, BT2C, BT2D, BT3, BT4 and BT6 - see the section on Bovey
Tracey development options later in this chapter.
BT5 Town Centre (p298)
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5.5.189 Interactive effects – working with the town centre/retail policies of the Local
Plan, the policy will support economic improvements as a secondary effect,
and also act to reduce the need to travel for retail requirements by nearby
residents.
5.5.190 Reasons for inclusion - Bovey Tracey town centre is a reasonably vibrant,
but small town centre but would benefit from some small scale
enhancement. There are no disbenefits to this proposal, justifying the policy.
CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4, CH5, CH6 - see the section on Chudleigh development
options later in this chapter.
CH8 Town Centre Enhancement (p304)
5.5.191 Interactive effects – working with the town centre/retail policies of the Local
Plan, the policy will support economic improvements as a secondary effect,
and also act to reduce the need to travel for retail requirements by nearby
residents.
5.5.192 Reasons for inclusion - Chudleigh town centre is a small town centre with a
reasonable range of jobs and with fairly low activity rates. Enhancements
have the potential to make a significant improvement to its environmental
and economic potential. There are no disadvantages and the policy is
justified.
CH9 Green Infrastructure (p305)
5.5.193 Interactive effects – the policy provides a local specific set of proposals to
implement WE11 and EN10 in particular. Secondary effects include
improved health from the potential for more active lifestyles.
5.5.194 Reasons for inclusion - the policy is an important one, in particular protecting
and enhancing the flyways and feeding area of the Greater Horseshoe Bats
nesting in the nearby caves, which are protected as a European wildlife site,
part of the South Hams SAC. They will also bring a range of other benefits,
all of which justifies the policy.

5.6

Review/Update Assessments: Site Allocation Policies

5.6.1

The site allocations were considered, based on a variety of potential
allocations for a range of uses, taking account of the broad distribution
strategy considered most suitable for the Local Plan. The October 2012
report set out a broad description of the approach taken, but it is considered
that additional justification is required on a site-by-site basis taking account
of the individual assessments undertaken. The following paragraphs
consider the alternative development sites within each of the strategic
locations and contain the reasons for the specific sites chosen for allocation.

5.6.2

The range of alternative sites with potential for allocation in the Local Plan is
as follows:
1.

Preferred Option site allocations;
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2.

SHLAA sites which are not allocated and which are suitable, available
and achievable during the plan period;

3.

Other sites promoted to the council during consultation on the preferred
options core strategy.

5.6.3

The appraisals of these sites are contained within Appendix 2. Taking
account of these appraisals, the Council has made decisions on which sites
to put forward into the Proposed Submission Local Plan, based on their
performance on sustainability impact, taking account of the overall level of
development required, considered above. Further work on the detail of the
proposed development sites was undertaken, taking account of the
appraisals, and the Proposed Submission Local Plan contains policies
allocating the appropriate sites. The full appraisals of the allocation policies
are contained within Appendix 3 of the October 2012 report.

5.6.4

As a result of these appraisals, decisions have been taken of which sites are
to be allocated and which excluded, and what mitigation measures were
considered for incorporation into the policies of the Development Plan
Document. In general terms, the Local Plan allocations perform better than
the other potential development sites. Further more detailed reasons for the
choice of allocations are contained in the ensuing paragraphs, on a
settlement – by settlement basis.

Heart of Teignbridge development options
5.6.5

The strategy (see policies S3, S4 and S13) requires that at least 36 hectares
of employment land (60% of 60 hectares), about 6,200 dwellings (50% of
12400) and around 11,000 square metres of comparison goods retail
floorspace be provided at the Heart of Teignbridge.

5.6.6

As a starting point there were the following commitments as at 1st October
2013. Note that these include a number of housing and employment
allocations which have been granted permission. Double counting has been
avoided. (Milber 5.9 hectares employment, Hele Park 650 dwellings and 1.1
hectares employment, Buckland Barton 133 dwellings, Penns Mount 250
dwellings). They do not include completions recorded between 1st April and
1st October.
Table 10 – Heart of Teignbridge planning commitments at 1st October 2013
Settlement

Employment
(ha)

Dwellings

Retail
(sqm)

S14 Newton Abbot

7.0

1272

0

S15 Kingsteignton

3

1057

0

S16 Kingskerswell

0.1

82

0

Totals

10.1

2411

0
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5.6.7

The Heart of Teignbridge consists of the settlements of Newton Abbot,
Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell and the strategic policies for these
settlements (see S14, 15 and 16) include the following required level of
development on allocations:
Table 11 – Heart of Teignbridge – required development allocations
Settlement

5.6.8

Employment
(ha)

Dwellings

Retail
(sqm)

S14 Newton Abbot

30

4,230

11,000

S15 Kingsteignton

20

385

0

S16 Kingskerswell

0.5

215

0

Totals

50.5

4,830

11,000

Taking the allocations and the planning commitments together (and avoiding
any double counting arising from allocations which already have planning
permission) produces the following totals, which are sufficient to meet the
strategic requirements for the Heart of Teignbridge.
Table 12 – Heart of Teignbridge total planning commitments and required
development allocations
Settlement

5.6.9

Employment
(ha)

Dwellings

Retail (sqm)

S14 Newton Abbot

37

4752

11,000

S15 Kingsteignton

23

1193

0

S16 Kingskerswell

0.6

297

0

Totals

60.6

6241

11,000

Therefore the allocations and commitments together meet the strategic
distribution. Since the Newton Abbot town centre is a key strategic location,
which serves the whole of the Heart of Teignbridge and beyond, it would not
be reasonable for the retail target to apply to Kingsteignton or Kingskerswell.
However, as the housing and employment targets are partially justified by
the availability and suitability of the key sites, the following section compares
all of the sites within the Heart of Teignbridge in the light of the overall
targets for S3, S4 and S13. The Inspector has proposed a modification to
delete the employment allocation KS2 (Ware Barton) and to increase the
provision of employment associated with the mixed use urban extension
NA1 (Houghton Barton). This small overall reduction in employment
provision at the Heart of Teignbridge does not impact significantly on the
overall level or strategic distribution of employment land set out in the Local
Plan strategic policies.
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5.6.10 Given these requirements for housing provision, the level of Greenfield land
developed for housing will be roughly the same whichever sites are
allocated, and accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the
decisions between the Greenfield sites. The allocation of land for
employment uses includes a flexibility buffer over and above the total 60
hectare minimum requirement for the district; however the total level of
allocation in the Heart of Teignbridge is now just under the 50 hectare
requirement combined from policies S14, S15 and S16.

5.7

Sites chosen for allocation

5.7.1

The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the Proposed Submission Local Plan. The
reasons for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report
assessments, are set out against each site. They are based on the
assessments contained in Appendix 2, pp121 - 211 (for the unallocated
sites) and Appendix 3, pp212 - 305 (for the allocation policies) of the October
2012 Report. Updates and revisions to assessments of the Oct 2012 report
are reflected in Chapter 7 and 8 of this report..

NA1 Houghton Barton
5.7.2

The site in the submitted Local Plan is the largest allocation at the Heart of
Teignbridge, providing a high proportion of the housing and employment
provision (37% of the housing allocations, 18% of the employment
allocations) on an available, deliverable site which also brings forward
significant areas of Green and other Infrastructure. The site is less sensitive
in natural environment terms than other potential sites at the Heart of
Teignbridge. Work in preparation of the Habitat Regulations Assessment
has confirmed the site is deliverable without impacting on the South Hams
SAC, subject to the inclusion of mitigation in the form of green infrastructure
corridors. The landscape sensitivity is minimised by avoiding the more
sensitive elevated ridge running east-west through the area. While the site
is more distant from the town centre than others, the provision of public
transport and other transport links and the potential to provide commercial
and public services within the area will limit any negative impact arising from
this allocation. Approximately 35% of the site has planning permission.
There are no unallocated reasonable alternatives to this amount of
development in the Heart of Teignbridge area.

5.7.3

The Preferred Options allocated a larger area of land, including land
proposed as part of the green infrastructure area within the submitted Local
Plan and also extending to the west, in total providing for 2500 homes and
20 hectares of employment land. The whole site was assessed in a
proforma on p 121 of the October 2012 report. Further information and
advice suggests that the mixed use areas on the higher land to the east of
the Seale Hayne complex are likely to be Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways
and/or sustenance areas and therefore an important aspect of protecting the
South Hams SAC. Therefore the negative biodiversity impact of putting
some of these areas back into the mixed use development areas would be
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significant. Further, these areas are more sensitive landscapes, including
higher ground, and therefore there would be a visual/landscape impact as
well. The impact of additional allocations to the west of submitted NA1
(including that proposed in preferred options NA1) have also been
considered in the assessment under the title SHLAA 010103 - Seale Hayne
on p179 of that report. As the development area extends westwards, it is
further from the town centre and it is likely to become more difficult to
persuade residents to use cycles to access services and employment,
although this is more a graded impact than related to a specific site. There
are some landscape implications, but limited biodiversity impacts likely.
While this would provide additional housing, the maximum likely rate of
development associated with a single site of 150 dwellings per year suggest
that there is a limit to the scale which could come forward in the 20 year plan
period, and not all of this additional land would be deliverable in that time
period. Given the overall provision of housing and employment needed in
Newton Abbot and the Heart of Teignbridge and the allocated sites within the
plan which meet the needs, overall, the western extension of NA1 is
unnecessary. Removing a Heart of Teignbridge site or sites from the Local
Plan to accommodate this extension would be increasing the proportion of
the area’s development allocated to one site, and this would increase the
risk to delivery associated with such a concentration. This issue does not
feature in the site appraisals, but is a relevant factor for consideration in the
Local Plan strategy. Overall, in the context of the overall level of
development and the distribution strategy, the submitted site is considered
appropriate. The Inspector has taken account of a change in the
availability of land in the Forches Cross area and has proposed a
modification to add about 8 hectares of employment land allocation in this
location, extending the site somewhat north. This additional area is
greenfield, however there is no impact on the scoring against resource use,
since the site already is of a sufficient scale to score -2 against this and this
would not increase the impact to an overriding one, scoring -3. Similarly, the
site has sufficient beneficial economic impact to score +2 against jobs and
local economy, and this additional land would not increase this score further
to an overriding +3.
NA2 Whitehill
5.7.4

This site provides 9% of the housing allocations in the Heart of Teignbridge
and 3% of the employment. It is an available and achievable site,
reasonably well related to the town centre. There is some impact on the
natural environment, as would be expected from a Greenfield site, but the
impact on biodiversity and landscape can be mitigated by appropriate on-site
measures. Any potential impact on the Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways has
been considered, and mitigation is achievable, as reflected in the Habitat
Regulations Assessment. The site performs reasonably well overall, and
forms an appropriate part of the development strategy for the town.
Potential alternatives to allocation include increasing the size of NA1, NA4,
NA5, NA6 or KS6 or allocating one of the alternative sites. These options
were considered and none of them provide the level of sustainability benefits
overall of the submitted NA2, having natural environment or other
disadvantages as set out. The land at Berry Knowles performs well against
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a number of sustainability objectives, however due to ball clay resources it is
not considered available for development. A different approach was set out
in the preferred option version of the allocation which was larger, including
additional land adjoining the southern stretch of Ringslade Road. However,
this area is a key potential corridor for Greater Horseshoe Bats and therefore
its development would be inappropriate in the context of the Habitat
Regulations Assessment work which has been undertaken. Similar issues
apply in relation to a site promoted during the preferred options consultation
(Old Cider Barn and Paddock, Ringslade Road SHLAA 010164).
NA3 Wolborough
5.7.5

This is the second largest site in the Heart of Teignbridge, providing for 31%
of the dwellings and 18% of the employment provision. There are some
disbenefits in terms of Natural Environment, associated with the
development of countryside adjoining a settlement with some landscape
impact. Impact on biodiversity can be mitigated through the provision of
green infrastructure, a key feature necessary to protect Greater Horseshoe
Bat flyways and therefore the integrity of the South Hams SAC. The impact
of runoff on the nearby Wolborough Fen SSSI will also require mitigation,
and this has been incorporated in the policy. The site is the closest strategic
site to the railway station and the town centre, and therefore has the
potential to be a sustainable travel location, and the proposals in the plan
build on this potential, through provision of appropriate public transport and
cycling/pedestrian links. The provision of a secondary school within the site
will be a benefit to the education requirements of the area. Overall, the site
performs well in sustainability terms, taking the mitigation into account, and
is therefore a justified allocation. In terms of alternatives, the removal of the
site would require the allocation 1500 dwellings elsewhere in the Heart of
Teignbridge, given the strategic distribution required, and the alternative
sites would cumulatively have a greater impact, and lower benefits.

5.7.6

The preferred options policy allocated a site with more dwellings, with less
green infrastructure contained within the site. The impact of the changes
between preferred options and submission was to reduce the harm in
relation to biodiversity to an acceptable level, in particular in relation to the
South Hams SAC flyways. Accordingly, the site is not one which could be
expanded significantly.

NA3A Beverley Way
5.7.7

There are no significant negative impacts of this site, which brings a former
nursery area into use, and performs well against the sustainability objectives.
It is available in the short term, so will bring forward the benefits early in the
plan period and help ensure that there is a five year supply of housing land
as required by the NPPF. As a small scale, easy to develop site It will
provide a choice of locations for new housing, and increase the certainty of
supply.

NA4 Milber Employment Area
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5.7.8

The site reflects existing uses and an existing planning permission, but
allows for a reconsideration of the access and other requirements and
improvements to the existing environment, which means that there are no
negative impacts. The positive benefits of the proposal, particularly the
potential support for Centrax as a major local employer, justify its inclusion.
The preferred options allocation was significantly larger, incorporating
additional land to the south and east, including 100 additional dwellings. The
increase in negative natural and built environment impact arising from this
expansion would outweigh the benefits from the additional housing, which
can be met on other sites with less impact. A significant further southern
and western extension was put forward during the plan consultation, referred
to as Little Haccombe Farm. That additional area has negative impacts on
the natural and built environment (potentially impacting on a Scheduled
Monument and within a sensitive landscape area) and is also even more
peripheral to the town centre with limited local facilities. It compares poorly
with the allocated sites in the Local Plan, and therefore has not been
pursued. It was put in as a formal objection to the published Local Plan.

NA5 Buckland Barton
5.7.9

The site performs reasonably well against the sustainability objectives,
although with some minor natural environment disbenefits. It is available in
the short term, so will bring forward the benefits early in the plan period and
help ensure that there is a five year supply of housing land as required by
the NPPF. As a small scale, easy to develop site It will provide a choice of
locations for new housing, and increase the certainty of supply. The site has
planning permission for 133 dwellings and therefore it is no longer an option
to delete the site. A site known as Shaldon Road, Buckland was put forward
as a possible extension to this site during the preferred options consultation
but the additional natural environment impact of the proposal, was not
appropriate for allocation. The proposal was not formally taken forward as
an objection to the published Local Plan.

NA6 Bradley Barton
5.7.10 The site performs well against the sustainability objectives, with minimal
landscape and biodiversity impact after mitigation. It is available in the short
term, so will bring forward the benefits early in the plan period and help
ensure there is a five year supply of housing land as required by the NPPF.
As a small scale, easy to develop site it will provide a choice of locations for
new housing and increase the certainty of supply. A potential extension
westwards of this site was considered (SHLAA site 010106 – Bradley
Barton) however, the potential natural environment impact is significant,
given the adjoining SSSI and Ancient Woodland and the sensitive landscape
and possible Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways in the area. In terms of
impact and benefits, the extension was not included, since the alternative
locations for development perform better in this respect.
NA9 Town Centre Markets Area
5.7.11 Development would bring forward significant economic and social benefits in
a highly sustainable location, and ensure that the strategic retail
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development requirement can be brought forward to enhance the town
centre. This previously developed site, which is close to the heart of the
town centre, is the most appropriate location for these uses. With good
design, a significant environmental enhancement would also result.
NA10 Bradley Lane
5.7.12 This site, adjoining the town centre, provides a key opportunity for high
quality job creation and new dwellings in a sustainable location, enhancing
and regenerating a poor quality, previously developed area in a prominent
location. The significant benefits arising support the allocation.
NA12 Cricketfield
5.7.13 This site is one which would bring forward benefits in a sustainable location
on previously developed land, close to the town centre. Compared with NA9
it is further from the centre and therefore sequentially less preferable and
would therefore be expected to occur afterwards. Accordingly, it is not one
which is expected to come forward in the short term and therefore these
benefits are more likely to arise later in the plan period. The former
allocation NA14 contained within the preferred options was a similar
proposal and could be considered an alternative. However, that site
involved a car park closer to the town centre, and extremely well used, which
also has potential to provide additional car parking to compensate for losses
elsewhere. It is also a smaller, more steeply sloping site, with less
development potential than this one.
KS1 Sands Copse
5.7.14 This site brings forward 11.5 hectares (20% of the Heart of Teignbridge total)
of employment land on a site adjoining the settlement, and with reasonable
access to the highway network. While it was AGLV, the landscape impact
from development is not expected to be more than moderate, and there are
significant benefits arising.
KS2 Ware Barton
5.7.15 This site brings forward 12 hectares (21% of the Heart of Teignbridge total)
of employment land on a site adjoining the settlement and with excellent
access to the strategic highway network via a low use, high capacity
roundabout. It is also on a good quality bus route. It is in a sensitive
landscape area, formerly designated as AGLV and Coastal Preservation
Area, but the actual site is well screened by topography and visible mainly in
close views. Additional biodiversity information has become available, which
indicates potential use by Grey Long Eared Bats, a rare bat species, but
expert advice to the Council suggests that the site is not their favoured
habitat, and that therefore impact on the local population can be mitigated
favourably.
5.7.16 While the deletion of this site would still leave an overall Heart of Teignbridge
provision sufficient to meet the requirements of policy S4, the significant
economic benefits of this strategic site are important, and outweigh any
residual natural environment impacts. The policy requires a number of
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associated infrastructure investments, which will provide direct transport and
associated benefits to Newton Abbot. Despite the economic benefits, the
Planning Inspector has proposed to delete the site in his proposed
modifications. The provision of an additional 8 hectares of employment land
at NA1 would go most of the way to compensating for the 12 hectares lost
here, in terms of the overall Heart of Teignbridge provision.
KS3 Land at Abbrook
5.7.17 This relatively small site has limited visual/landscape impact and brings
forward housing while protecting/enhancing a range of leisure facilities. The
potential impact on the Greater Horseshoe Bat flyway which runs alongside
the site has been considered, and any impact can be mitigated. The existing
football pitch which is to be developed has already been compromised by
the realigned B3193 and replacement pitches provided to the south.
KS6 Penns Mount
5.7.18 The allocation provides for housing (about 5% of the Heart of Teignbridge
total) in close proximity to Kingsteignton centre, and close to a good bus
service. While Penns Mount itself is prominent and visible from the Teign
estuary to the east, the allocation has avoided the prominent summit of the
hill and therefore will not have a significant impact on the Undeveloped
Coast and AGLV. The provision of a hilltop park, proposed in the policy, will
support improved access to greenspace within Kingsteignton. Much of the
site has planning permission and therefore deletion is not a reasonable
option. A proposal to remove the specific green infrastructure allocation at
the summit of the hill, and therefore develop higher up the slopes, would add
some additional homes to the site, but would be a significant disbenefit to the
natural environment through landscape impact, extending development onto
very prominent slopes.
KS7 North of Passage House
5.7.19 This site was proposed for small scale leisure uses in the Local Plan, and
brought forward a number of relatively small scale benefits. The Local Plan
Inspector has proposed a modification to delete the site. There is no
significant impact from this change on the strategy or the overall impact of
the Local Plan.
KS8 Land at Rydon Depot
5.7.20 This small previously developed site is suitable and sustainable and there
are no disadvantages to its allocation.
KK1 Land off Torquay Road and Embury Close
5.7.21 The site, which provides for 170 homes and 0.5 hectares of employment
land, increases the choice and range of sites available in the Heart of
Teignbridge, as well as for a small scale addition to the employment
opportunities. It is close to the village centre, and is likely to act cumulatively
with the enhancements proposed in policy KK5 and with the impact of the
downgrading of the A380. There is minimal natural environment impact
since the site is well screened from most directions, and biodiversity impact
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can be mitigated. Deletion of this site would leave Kingskerswell with very
limited additional housing, and fail to take advantage of the potential offered
by the South Devon Link Road. It would also delete the only employment
allocation in the village.
KK2 land to the rear of Mount Pleasant Road
5.7.22 This is a small site with minimal impact, which provides additional choice and
certainty of supply in the area. A proposal to extend the site was appraised
under SHLAA site 010348 – Fluder Hill and Mount Pleasant and it was
concluded that this would build into the open break by Kingskerswell and
would therefore not be appropriate.
KK3 Land to the rear of the Barn Owl
5.7.23 This is a small site with minimal impact, which provides additional choice and
certainty of supply in the area, and merits allocation.

5.8

Sites not allocated

5.8.1

The following sites were not allocated in the Proposed Submission Local
Plan. The reasons for their non-inclusion are set out against each site taking
account of the October 2012 report assessments.

Preferred Options NA13 Newton Abbot Hospital
5.8.2

The land at the old hospital, Newton Abbot has been granted consent and
development commenced and therefore its allocation is no longer necessary.

Preferred Options NA14 Newfoundland Way
5.8.3

While there would be benefits to development of this central, previously
developed site, the loss of car parking involved was not considered
appropriate in the context of the health of the overall town centre. Indeed,
this location has potential to increase car parking provision through decking.
The site was therefore deleted from the Local Plan before submission.

Preferred Options NA15 Osborne Street
5.8.4

While there would be benefits to development of this central, previously
developed site the loss of the car parking involved was not considered
appropriate in the context of the health of the overall town centre and the
needs of local residents. The site was therefore deleted from the Local Plan
before submission.

SHLAA 010152 – Rear of 8 Alder Close, Newton Abbot
5.8.5

This site is not considered to be in a sustainable location, being peripheral to
the town centre and with limited public transport provision. The scale does
not provide an opportunity to mitigate these factors. It also adjoins a working
sand quarry and may sterilise that resource and have land stability issues.

SHLAA 010122 – South of Aller Park
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5.8.6

This site forms part of the strategic gap between Newton Abbot and
Kingskerswell and is within the Aller Sand Pits SSSI, and the northern part of
the site is a Scheduled Monument, and therefore there are significant
environmental impacts arising from this site which make its allocation
unsuitable.

Omission Site – Berry Knowles
5.8.7

The site is a medium sized Greenfield site opposite the allocation NA2.
There are minimal natural environment impacts and the site is well-related
and accessible to Newton Abbot. However, current Devon County Council
advice is that there are unworked Ball Clay resources which would be
sterilised by development of new houses on the site. Ball Clay is a nationally
important minerals resource, and therefore its sterilisation is a key
disadvantage for the site which has led to it not being allocated. The other
reason for rejection of this site is that the site has planning permission for a
relocated recreation facility and housing development would prevent this
occurring.

SHLAA 010135 – Blatchford Farm
5.8.8

The site is a large Greenfield site, reasonably remote from the town centre
and with the potential to impact on Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways. A key
consideration is that the site is within the Ball Clay reserves, and
development would sterilise their extraction. Ball Clay is a nationally
important minerals resource, and therefore its sterilisation is a key
disadvantage of the site in terms of allocation.

SHLAA 010182 – Chercombe Bridge Road
5.8.9

The development of this site would extend the visibility of the built up area
significantly further west with limited additional benefit from additional
dwellings. There are likely wildlife implications and the site is considered, on
balance, to not provide the most sustainable location. The site has not been
pursued by objection to the Local Plan.

SHLAA 010401 and 010403 – Conitor Copse
5.8.10 The site consists of trees and fields on the edge of the built up are of Newton
Abbot (but largely falling within the parish of Ogwell). The key and overriding
issue is the likely impact on Greater Horseshoe Bats roosting close to the
site, which do not appear to be possible to mitigate successfully.
Accordingly, since these form part of the population of a European wildlife
site (the South Hams SAC) the site is not allocated.
SHLAA 010155 – Daracombe Beacon, SHLAA 010104 – Gaze Hill Reservoir and
SHLAA 010123 – Highweek Village
5.8.11 These sites are on the slopes of Darracombe Beacon, which is a prominent
hill which contributes to the setting of the settlement in this area, and is
defined as important in the Green Infrastructure Strategy. Development on
its slopes would detract from this important role, and the cumulative impact
of the three would have a very damaging impact. They have not been
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pursued through objection to the Local Plan and are not considered suitable
for allocation.
SHLAA 010194 – Jetty Marsh Road
5.8.12 The site may have some natural environment impact, and there is a listed
building on the site, although mitigation is likely to be mainly effective. The
site is within flood zones 2 and 3 and is therefore not sequentially suitable for
residential allocation. There may be some potential redevelopment
opportunities for other commercial uses, which would have to also meet the
appropriate flooding tests.
SHLAA 010130 – Langley Common Garage
5.8.13 A very small site which is currently a viable business, with limited dwelling
potential but potential windfall subject to meeting the policy on loss of
employment land. The site was promoted as an access to a larger
development, presumably hoping to gain ransom value. That development
has been accessed elsewhere and no progress to bringing this site forward
has taken place and no objection to its non-allocation was received. There
is some uncertainty over its availability therefore.
SHLAA 010121 – 9 Poplar Close
5.8.14 The site forms part of the strategic gap between Newton Abbot and
Kingskerswell, somewhat peripheral to the town centre and local facilities.
The proximity of the working quarry and the potential to sterilise mineral
reserves make the site less suitable for development, and do not support its
allocation.
SHLAA 010224 – Higher Sandygate, Kingsteignton
5.8.15 The site would extend the built up area of Kingsteignton close to a known
strategic flyway of the Greater Horseshoe Bats (and therefore relevant to the
legal requirement to protect the South Hams SAC). Further information
since the initial assessment indicates that the potential impact is greater than
originally thought, and therefore this site should not be pursued as an
allocation. It is somewhat peripheral to the central area of Kingsteignton and
even more so to Newton Abbot, and therefore may encourage greater car
use. Access appears difficult.
SHLAA 010227 – East Golds Quarry, Kingsteignton
5.8.16 The site lies within the floodplain of the adjoining River Teign and therefore
sequentially is not considered appropriate for housing provision. It is
accepted that technical solutions to this have been put forward, but these do
not overcome the issue in principle. They would involve raising the land
levels above the surrounding area and therefore the loss of potential flood
storage areas. The site is in the middle of the strategic gap between Newton
Abbot and Kingsteignton, and would therefore impact on their physically
separate character. There are also highways concerns associated with its
development cumulatively with the significant permissions immediately to the
north of the site.
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SHLAA 010228 – East Golds (South), Kingsteignton
5.8.17 The site is currently the main processing works for Sibelco, who quarry and
process Ball Clay from the nearby area. It does not appear that a previous
plan to relocate these works is still viable, and therefore most of the site is
not likely to be available for development. It is within the floodplain of the
adjoining River Teign and therefore sequentially is not considered
appropriate for housing provision (and the impact of the works and
associated traffic on any residential development in the area would need to
be carefully considered). It is accepted that technical solutions to this have
been put forward, but these do not overcome the issue in principle. They
would involve raising the land levels above the surrounding area and
therefore the loss of potential flood storage areas. The site is within the
settlement limits of Kinsgsteignton, but not considered appropriate for
allocation.
SHLAA 010231 – Longfield, Humber Lane, Kingsteignton
5.8.18 The site is within the settlement limits of Kingsteignton, and has the potential
for 2 to 3 dwellings, subject to appropriate design, layout and other detailed
planning matters. However, the site is too small to be considered for
allocation, not being significant in the strategic context, and could come
forward on its own merits.
SHLAA 010346 – Bushmead Avenue, Kingskerswell
5.8.19 The site would extend Kingskerswell westwards into attractive open
countryside currently designated as AGLV in the Local Plan, in an elevated
location. It would affect the setting of Kingskerswell and potentially
Coffinswell. There is some potential impact on Greater Horseshoe Bat
flyways although no further work on potential mitigation has been
undertaken.
SHLAA 010305 – Edginswell Lane, Kingskerswell
5.8.20 The site forms part of an open break within the settlement of Kingskerswell,
and the route of the South Devon Link Road runs through its centre.
Development would significantly impact on the character of this area,
reflected in negative scores against many sustainability factors. Access is
considered to be poor and tortuous and difficult to enhance.
SHLAA 010321 – Embury Close, Kingskerswell
5.8.21 The Aller Brook, which forms the northern boundary of this narrow site, is set
within a floodplain, which means that most of the site is unsuitable in
sequential terms. The brook has some known wildlife interest, although
impact could be limited by mitigation. There is no access to the land at the
eastern end of the site (outside the floodplain) without demolition of existing
properties.
SHLAA 010310 – Greenhill Road, Kingskerswell
5.8.22 The site is one through which the South Devon Link Road runs, and is
therefore only potentially developable to the east and west of the road line.
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West of the road, it forms part of the strategic open gap between
Kingskerswell and Newton Abbot/Abbotskerswell and within the floodplain,
and the whole site is within the proposed Aller Valley country park. There
are two listed buildings adjoining the site. Access to the site is poor, via
tortuous and narrow roads. Overall, the site does not provide an appropriate
location for development.
SHLAA 010320 – Huxnor Road, Kingskerswell
5.8.23 This small site has limited disbenefits, although access to the area is poor,
with substandard roads, and limited opportunity to expand. The site is within
the settlement limit as defined in the adopted Local Plan and the emerging
Local Plan, and the only sign of interest is an application for a single dwelling
on the northern portion of the site, 12/02554/FUL which may have blocked
access to the remaining part of the site. Accordingly, while the site is not
unacceptable for a small scale of development its delivery as a site with a
significant level of development is uncertain, and therefore allocation is not
appropriate.
SHLAA 010330 – Rosehill Farm, Kingskerswell
5.8.24 Development of this site would act to consolidate the existing ribbon of
development along Fluder Hill, in a location fairly remote from the village
centre and public transport services, and also peripheral to higher order
services and facilities in Newton Abbot and Torquay. There may be
biodiversity impact. On balance, the proposal is considered less suitable
than the allocated sites.
Interactive effects of development in the Heart of Teignbridge
5.8.25 The total amount of development to be provided through the submitted
allocated sites plus existing planning permissions is set out in Table 12
above amounting to 60.6 hectares of employment land, 6241 dwellings and
11,000 square metres of retail floorspace. The Inspector’s Proposed
Modifications would reduce the overall employment provision by about 4
hectares, but with no change to the housing provision. These are higher
than the 4,500 dwellings and minimal employment and retail provision likely
under the ‘no plan’ scenario, set out in Chapter 2 of this report. Cumulatively
the allocated sites involve development of approximately 270 hectares of
land, of which only a small area is on previously developed land, impacting
on resource use within the Heart of Teignbridge area. However, since the
total level of provision is broadly fixed, any increase or reduction here will
have consequences on the level of provision required elsewhere in the plan
area. This provision has been allocated to seek to minimise environmental
harm, and maximise the benefits arising. Nevertheless, compared with the
‘no plan’ scenario, there will be some impact on the natural environment
arising from the cumulative impacts, including visual and relatively minor
biodiversity impacts, taking account of the significant mitigation
requirements. The overall impact of the allocations on the local economy will
be substantially beneficial, particularly in relation to Newton Abbot town
centre, taking account of the interaction of additional customers, new retail
provision and associated environmental and transport enhancements.
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Health benefits would arise from the improved access to jobs, services and
housing interactively.
Conclusion
5.8.26 The allocations plus existing commitments within the Heart of Teignbridge
meet the development needs of the area as defined by the strategy set out in
policies S3, S4 and S13 and reflected in policies S14, S15 and S16. This
position is not significantly impacted by the Inspector’s Proposed
Modifications. They are generally those which perform better in
sustainability terms, but also taking account of deliverability and other
planning matters including certainty of supply. The scoring of sites against
the sustainability factors are often similar and choices between sites are
often based on fine judgements which do not necessarily show up as
differences between sites in the SEA scoring system. Such choices are
inevitably based on an element of planning judgement, and take account of
public comments received on the plan during its preparation. However, the
assessments of the sites against the various sustainability factors have been
an important part of the decision making process in relation to the Heart of
Teignbridge development strategy.
Edge of Exeter development options
5.8.27 The strategy (see policies S3 and S4) requires that at least 3 hectares of
employment land (5% of 60 hectares) and about 1,860 dwellings (15% of
12,400) is provided at the edge of Exeter. There are currently no relevant
housing commitments but 5 hectares of employment uses have recently
been permitted on the allocated site at Peamore.
5.8.28 The strategic policies SWE1 and SWE2 allocate land for at least 2000
dwellings and 5 hectares for employment development (the latter already
has permission – see previous paragraph). The Inspector has proposed a
modification to the Local Plan to increase the size of the employment
allocation SWE2 by 14 hectares, increasing the total provision in this area to
19 hectares.
5.8.29 The strategic basis for development on the edge of Exeter is considered in
the strategic elements section and under policies S3 and S4 and justifies the
scale of development allocated in this area. The following paragraphs
consider the various alternative approaches to allocating land of about this
scale, by reference to the allocated sites and any reasonable alternatives.
5.8.30 Given these requirements for housing provision, the level of Greenfield land
developed will be roughly the same whichever sites are allocated, and
accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the decisions between the
Greenfield sites. The employment land requirement is a minimum level, and
therefore additional provision would involve the development of additional
greenfield land.
Sites chosen for allocation
5.8.31 The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the submission Local Plan. The reasons
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for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report assessments,
are set out against each site.
SWE1 South West of Exeter Urban Extension and SWE3 Ridge Top Park
5.8.32 The site is a longstanding proposal, arising from the work on the Exeter subregion in the Regional Spatial Strategy, recognising the need for Exeter to
expand beyond its own borders in order to meet its development needs over
the long term. The site performs well in relation to natural environment,
being not particularly high sensitivity landscape, despite the previous
designation as an Area of Great Landscape Value. The key biodiversity
issue arises from the proximity to the Exe Estuary European wildlife site and
the proposal includes the ridge top park (policy SWE3) as a key mitigation
measure to minimise recreational impact on that area. This approach has
been confirmed as appropriate through joint working with the other Exe
Estuary authorities and from support by Natural England, reflected in the
Habitat Regulations Assessment. The site is of a scale sufficient to bring
forward the necessary large scale infrastructure investment (including
education, transport and green infrastructure in particular), and indeed some
of this will now be subject to public sector investment (Bridge Road widening
and the new Station at Marsh Barton). The site meets the strategic
requirements for development in this area. There are scheduled monuments
within the area of the allocation, but careful consideration has been given to
protecting their settings, and therefore limited impacts are expected. The
potential to tap into a district heating scheme powered by the nearby energy
from waste plant is a significant climate change benefit, as is the proximity to
a major and growing employment area. The site is a suitable location for an
urban extension to Exeter.
SWE2 Employment adjacent to Peamore
5.8.33 The site provides significant employment development in a strategically
sustainable and economically viable location, with limited impacts. Planning
permission has been granted for the proposal. A large Greenfield extension
to the site was proposed during the Local Plan consultation (SHLAA site
040111). The additional site would increase the visibility of the development,
particularly in views from the adjoining A38 which is an extremely busy route.
It is an Area of Great Landscape Value with medium/high landscape
sensitivity. Development of this scale, which is not necessary to meet
strategic requirements, would involve additional greenfield agricultural land
being lost to development, which would be balanced to some extent by the
significant additional employment generated. The Inspector has supported
this extension of the site (to a total of about 19 hectares) in his proposed
modifications. A revised appraisal has been prepared, which indicates
increased positive employment impact but also increased negative impact
against resource use due to the development of greenfield, agricultural land.
Mitigation measures have been included in the proposed alterations to the
policy which limit landscape/visual impact but there is nevertheless an
increase in the negative score.
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Sites not allocated
5.8.34 The following site was not allocated in the submission Local Plan. The
reasons for its non-inclusion are set out in this report, taking account of the
October 2012 report assessments.
Attwells Farm SHLAA 040101
5.8.35 A proposal for 500 dwellings adjoining the edge of Exeter, either as an
alternative to, or an addition to the South West Exeter site, was promoted
through the Local Plan processes but not allocated. The site is of insufficient
scale to be considered as an alternative to the 2000 dwellings SWE1 site,
and therefore should be considered as an addition to development in this
area (and therefore probably as an alternative to development elsewhere
within Teignbridge). A key issue was the potential landscape impact, as the
area is considered by Exeter City Council to impact on the landscape setting
of the city. The substandard access (involving a single, long residential
street into the city) is another infrastructure concern which appears difficult to
overcome. The provision of housing on the edge of the city would need to
be discussed with Exeter City Council under the duty to cooperate, and they
have expressed their objection to this site. Accordingly, until these concerns
can be properly overcome, the site is not suitable for allocation.
Interactive effects of development on the Edge of Exeter
5.8.36 The total amount of development to be provided through these allocated
sites is about 80 hectares, all of which is on greenfield land. There would be
limited development expected in the area under the ‘no plan’ scenario, and
therefore this indicates a significant additional land take arising from the
plan’s proposals in the south west Exeter area. However, since the total
level of housing provision is broadly fixed, any increase or reduction here will
have consequences on the level of provision required elsewhere in the plan
area. This is not necessarily true of employment land allocations, and
indeed the Inspector’s proposed modifications increase the overall level of
employment land allocation by about 8 hectares. The sites have been
allocated to seek to minimise environmental harm, and maximise the
benefits arising. Nevertheless, compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario, there
will be some impact on the natural environment arising from the cumulative
impacts, including visual and relatively minor biodiversity impacts, taking
account of the significant mitigation requirements. The overall impact of the
allocations will be to support the growth of Exeter in a sustainable manner,
cumulatively with other major allocations within and to the east of the city.
Significant economic and social benefits would arise in across the wider area
from this level of change and growth, including within the wider Teignbridge
area. Climate change policies would work with those in the other relevant
local planning authority areas including via cross-boundary cooperation on
the District Heating System.
Conclusion
5.8.37 The strategic benefits of a significant level of development adjoining Exeter
is supported by the strategic discussion on distribution earlier, reflected in
policy S4. The allocations at South West Exeter provide a comprehensive
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approach to that strategy, in a sustainable location, and is therefore justified.
The employment allocation has planning permission, and the Inspector has
proposed that it should be extended by about 14 hectares, considering that
the economic benefits outweigh any negative impacts.
Dawlish development options
5.8.38 The distribution strategy (see policies S3 and S4) requires that at least 1.8
hectares of employment land (3% of 60 hectares) and about 1,240 dwellings
(10% of 12,400) is provided at Dawlish. There are currently planning
permissions for 885 dwellings and 0.8 hectares of employment uses.
5.8.39 The strategic policy S17 requires allocations of at least 900 dwellings and 3
hectares of land for employment development. Therefore the total planned
provision at Dawlish is 1657 dwellings (avoiding double counting of 128
dwellings with planning permission on allocated sites) and 3.8 hectares of
employment land. This exceeds slightly the strategic requirement for
housing set out in policy S3 and largely reflects the successful housing
appeal at Shutterton for 350 dwellings. The implication is that about 13% of
the plan area’s dwellings are likely to come forward at Dawlish, compared
with the S4 target of “about 10%”. This variation is considered to be broadly
acceptable within the flexibility inherent in the overall strategy. However,
that appeal was on the allocated employment land DA1 within the submitted
Local Plan, and therefore requires that another site be allocated or that the
settlement target is not met.
5.8.40 The strategic basis for development at Dawlish is considered in the strategic
elements section and under policies S3 and S4 and justifies the scale of
development allocated in this area. The following paragraphs consider the
various alternative approaches to allocating land of about this scale, by
reference to the allocated sites and any reasonable alternatives.
5.8.41 Given these requirements for employment and housing provision, the level of
Greenfield land developed will be roughly the same whichever sites are
allocated, and accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the
decisions between the Greenfield sites.
Sites chosen for allocation
5.8.42 The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the submission Local Plan. The reasons
for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report assessments,
are set out against each site.
DA1 South of Shutterton Lane
5.8.43 This site is allocated in the submitted Local Plan for 3 hectares of
employment land, however this proposal is now not feasible, because the
site, plus additional land to the east has been granted planning consent for
housing on appeal. The impact of this will be additional development of
greenfield land to the north of Dawlish, within an AGLV, consisting of largely
of grades 1 and 2 agricultural land. Any potential impacts on the Exe
Estuary European wildlife site were considered during the planning
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application with a screening for Appropriate Assessment, which also
considered the effects interactively with the existing consents in the area as
well as the proposed allocations. The screening confirmed that the impact
could be mitigated through a s106 agreement, and this was done within the
context of the appeal decision. However, it is not open to the Local Plan to
change that situation, and therefore the development of this site for housing
is now certain. This site-specific issue can now be considered to form part of
the “no plan” evolution, against which alternatives are considered. The
implications of this decision are considered in the context of the overall
provision of employment and housing under policy DA2, where modifications
have been proposed by the Planning Inspector.
DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane
5.8.44 This is the main strategic allocation in Dawlish, with capacity for 860
dwellings (of which 96 already had consent, at the southern end of the site
as at 1st October 2013, and an additional area of land within the allocation
adjoining that permission was granted consent between that date and the
publication of this report). The landscape impact is not high, particularly
given the scale of development, but there is some potential impact on
biodiversity which needs to be mitigated as part of the development. The
proposals include significant beneficial infrastructure and improve
accessibility to existing residential areas. The preferred options policy
included fewer dwellings, but incorporated an area of employment land and
therefore acted to support the local economy. However, the employment
land was removed from the site between preferred options and submission,
in preference to an allocation on DA1, further to the east. That allocation is
no longer achievable, due to an appeal decision in favour of housing (see
discussion in paragraph x). In response to this, the Inspector has proposed
a modification to increase the size of the DA2 allocation and include an
additional requirement for the delivery of at least 3 hectares of employment
land as part of the comprehensive overall development. The additional land
included is to the north of DA2, adjoining Langdon Hospital and was put
forward as a formal omission site following publication of the Local Plan.
This area contains both previously developed and greenfield land surplus to
the NHS requirements and available for development. Development would
have limited landscape or other impact, as it is set between an existing
allocation and the hospital buildings, and includes a number of existing
disused buildings. The site has been reappraised within Appendix A to this
report, and the revised appraisal indicates additional employment benefits
arising from the change, but no significant change to the negative
environment or resource use impacts.
5.8.45 However the impact of the Shutterton appeal is to increase the level of
housing provided at Dawlish to about 1650 dwellings, which would be about
13% of the total housing provision in Teignbridge, and above the 10% target
for the town set in policy S3. On balance, this is still broadly within the
overall strategic guidance, which specifically states “about 10%” and
therefore allows for flexibility around that figure. A reduction in the scale of
housing allocated at DA2 to reduce this difference would act to reduce the
benefits of that housing provision. The Shutterton Appropriate Assessment
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screening confirmed that the proposal would not harm the Exe
Estuary/Dawlish Warren European site, taking account of the mitigation
strategy proposed, and therefore there is no concern in that respect with the
higher – than – required provision at Dawlish. Due to the fact that the sites
DA4 and DA5 have planning permission, this site is the only one which could
be reduced in order to bring the overall housing provision down in Dawlish,
and that may have implications for viability of development and the ability to
provide an improved access to existing residential areas. It is therefore not
proposed to reduce the housing provision within the allocation.
DA4 West of Southdowns Road
5.8.46 This small site provides a choice of location for dwellings and potentially for
small scale developers, with limited environmental impact (although
somewhat peripheral to the town centre of Dawlish). It was previously
designated as Coastal Preservation Area and AGLV but the impact is limited
by the adjoining development on two sides, and the limited scale of
development proposed. The site now has planning permission for up to 20
dwellings, and is therefore not one which could reasonably be removed from
the Local Plan. A proposal to extend the site was received, and the
appraisal is contained in the October 2012 report entitled Land west of
Southdowns Road page 194. The site contained within the Proposed
Submission Local Plan is considered to be the appropriate extent of the site,
balancing the impacts and benefits.
DA5 Land at Littleleigh, Holcombe
5.8.47 This small site would have some minor impact on the natural environment,
and is somewhat peripheral to town centre services, but would provide a
choice of location for dwellings and potentially for small scale developers. It
was designated as Coastal Preservation Area and AGLV but the impact is
limited by adjoining development and the small scale of the proposal. The
site has planning permission for 20 dwellings, and is therefore not one which
could be reasonably removed from the Local Plan. A proposal to extend the
site to the north would have limited additional impact, given the existing
permission on this site and the Inspector has included this extension as a
proposed modification. Given the small scale and nature of the site
extension, there will be no meaningful change to the appraisal in the October
2012 report.
Sites not allocated
5.8.48 The following sites were not allocated in the submission Local Plan. The
reasons for their non-inclusion, taking account of the October 2012 report
assessments, are set out against each site.
Preferred Options site DA3 North of Meadow Park
5.8.49 The site could provide a small addition to the provision of dwellings adjoining
the urban area of Dawlish; however its location on a steep hillside, with poor
access makes it a less suitable location for development, and with some
potential impact on the setting of the town centre.
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Eastdon House, Dawlish Warren SHLAA 020148
5.8.50 The site lies within the former Coastal Preservation Area and Area of Great
Landscape Value (now designated as Undeveloped Coast) close to the Exe
Estuary and Dawlish Warren European wildlife sites. The proposed use is
as a campsite, and while there may be some issues associated with
landscape impact and recreational impact on the adjoining sites, these can
be better resolved through a planning application, to be assessed against
the appropriate development management policies of the Local Plan. There
is therefore no need to allocate.
Interactive effects of development at Dawlish
5.8.51 The total provision at Dawlish amounts to about 1650 dwellings, including
900 allocations and 750 other commitments. The total area of allocations
(excluding the allocated employment site at DA1, which is no longer
available for employment use) is about 37 hectares, all on greenfield land.
The Inspector’s modifications to DA2 and DA5 increase the greenfield land
take by about 2.5 hectares, since most of the additional land in the Landgon
Hospital area is previously developed, within the hospital grounds. This
implies an additional 350 dwellings compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario,
and therefore there is some cumulative and comparative impact on resource
use. Some impacts on nature conservation (particularly some cirl bunting
habitats) would also therefore be expected, although there are mitigation
strategies in place in relation to these. The more significant mitigation
strategy relating to potential impact on the Exe Estuary European wildlife
sites particularly the DA7 coastal park proposal, will ensure no impact on
that internationally important site. It is unlikely that such a strategic
approach would be feasible without a plan, and therefore there is an
argument that the no-plan scenario may harm the European sites. However,
this is uncertain and has not been followed through in the assessment.
Compared with ‘no plan’, there are some local benefits from additional
homes and significant benefits from employment and infrastructure
provision.
Conclusion
5.8.52 The main proposal involves a north-westward expansion of Dawlish into
farmland and previously developed land which is surplus to NHS use. There
is limited landscape impact, but higher potential impact on Cirl Bunting
territories. Appropriate mitigation for such impacts would be required. The
small scale alternative sites are not preferred, providing limited comparative
benefits.
Teignmouth development options
5.8.53 The distribution strategy (see policies S3 and S4) requires that about 620
dwellings (5% of 12,400) are provided at Teignmouth. As at 1st October
2013 there were planning permissions for 164 dwellings.
5.8.54 The strategic policy S18 requires allocations of at least 340 dwellings.
Therefore the total planned provision at Teignmouth is 504 dwellings which
is slightly below the strategic requirements set out in the paragraph above,
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the strategy being sufficiently flexible to accommodate this variation, taking
account of slight over-provision elsewhere in the plan area.
5.8.55 The strategic basis for development at Teignmouth is considered in the
strategic elements section and under policies S3 and S4 and justifies the
scale of development allocated in the town. The following paragraphs
consider the various alternative approaches to allocating land of about this
scale, by reference to the allocated sites and any reasonable alternatives.
5.8.56 Given these development requirements, the level of Greenfield land
developed will be roughly the same whichever sites are allocated, and
accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the decisions between the
Greenfield sites. One previously developed site is allocated. There is
limited additional capacity within the settlements limits of the town,
Additional housing and employment growth can only be accommodated on
the inland edges of the town, to the north and east, and which are roughly
equidistant from the town centre.
Sites chosen for allocation
5.8.57 The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the submission Local Plan. The reasons
for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report assessments,
are set out against each site.
TE3 West of Higher Exeter Road
5.8.58 This greenfield site was previously AGLV and Coastal Preservation Area, but
the assessment of it indicates that the landscape is not the most sensitive
one around Teignmouth. Views of it are largely limited to longer range ones
from the Shaldon area, in the context of the existing settlement of
Teignmouth in the foreground. There are local facilities nearby and existing
bus routes, but not within reasonable walking distance from the town centre.
Improvements to the nearby nature reserve are proposed as part of the
policy. The site meets 40% of the strategic housing requirement for
Teignmouth, with relatively limited impact, justifying its allocation.
TE3A North of New Road
5.8.59 This greenfield site was formerly AGLV and Coastal Preservation Area, but it
has existing and proposed development on three sides, and therefore the
development of this site would have minimal visual impact, and would not act
to close the existing gap between Teignmouth/Holcombe/Dawlish. A small
site, providing 8% of the strategic housing requirement in Teignmouth and
relatively limited impact, although again on the edge of the town beyond
reasonable walking distance from the town centre. There is a regular bus
route close to the site, however. The provision of a portion of the town’s
housing requirement in a location providing additional housing choice and
within minimal environmental impact, justifying the allocation.
TE4 Regeneration Proposals
5.8.60 See the comment under policy TE4 earlier in this report.
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Sites not allocated
5.8.61 The following sites were not allocated in the Proposed Submission Local
Plan. The reasons for their non-inclusion, taking account of the October
2012 report assessments, are set out against each site.
Bitton Scout Hut SHLAA 020237
5.8.62 The provision of housing on this small previously developed land would lead
to the loss of the existing scout hut complex, with some difficulty likely in
providing replacements. Accordingly, the impact on the provision of
infrastructure within the town as a whole would be significant, outweighing
the relatively limited housing and associated benefits of development, which
can be provided on alternative sites as included in the Local Plan. The site
is therefore not suitable for allocation.
Preferred Options allocation TE1 Broadmeadow to Headway Cross and SHLAA
020211 Land North of Broadmeadow
5.8.63 The site would provide a significant level of additional housing at
Teignmouth, however the likely impact on the natural environment would be
high – taking account of the sensitive landscape and high numbers of Cirl
Bunting nesting sites in the area. The allocation of TE1 and TE2 as a
comprehensive scheme within the Preferred Options Core Strategy
recognised these significant impacts, but also the benefits of the very
significant level of housing proposed, and the infrastructure/air quality
benefits of a new link road through the sites which would divert traffic from
the Bitton Road air quality management area and the Shaldon Bridge
junction. However, further work on the scheme indicated that the road costs
were too high to be funded from the development proposed and therefore
these significant potential benefits were unlikely to be realised. The proposal
from the landowner following from this change does not take the
comprehensive approach sought in the preferred options, and therefore
brings the significant harm without the infrastructure and air quality benefits.
Accordingly, the allocation of this site is not justified, compared with other
less damaging sites elsewhere.
Preferred Options TE2 East of Shepherds Lane
5.8.64 The site would provide a significant level of additional housing at
Teignmouth; however the likely impact on the natural environment would be
high – taking account of the sensitive landscape and high numbers of Cirl
Bunting nesting sites in the area. The allocation of TE1 and TE2 as a
comprehensive scheme within the Preferred Options Core Strategy
recognised these significant impacts, but also the benefits of the very
significant level of housing proposed, and the infrastructure/air quality
benefits of a new link road through the sites which would divert traffic from
the Bitton Road air quality management area and the Shaldon Bridge
junction. However, further work on the scheme indicated that the road costs
were too high to be funded from the development proposed and therefore
these significant potential benefits were unlikely to be realised. The proposal
from the landowner following from this change does not take the
comprehensive approach sought in the preferred options, and therefore
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brings the significant harm without the infrastructure and air quality benefits.
Accordingly, the allocation of this site is not justified, compared with other
less damaging sites elsewhere.
West Shepherds Lane SHLAA 020241
5.8.65 The site lies largely to the west of the preferred options allocation TE2 and
would extend the development area even further into the highly sensitive
landscape to the west of Teignmouth, further impacting on the biodiversity of
the area. Without the benefits of the previously proposed link road (see
assessments for TE1 and TE2) these significant disadvantages, which would
be cumulative with the adjoining TE2 site, make the proposal unsuitable for
allocation compared with other less damaging sites elsewhere.
Higher Woodway Road SHLAA 020240
5.8.66 The site would have a significant natural environment impact, arising from its
landscape sensitivity and potential impact on biodiversity, which are more
significant than the modest benefits in terms of housing provision. The site
performs less well than the allocated sites, and therefore has not been
allocated.
Interactive effects of development in Teignmouth
5.8.67 The total provision at Teignmouth amounts to about 500 dwellings, which is
under half what the ‘no plan’ scenario would imply. The allocations
themselves total about 12 hectares, largely greenfield land. Accordingly, a
significant cumulative reduction in greenfield development at Teignmouth
arises from the submission local plan, compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario.
Teignmouth is physically constrained by sea/estuary on two sides, and by
undeveloped coast designations on the landward boundaries. There are
significant biodiversity assets to the west in particular. Accordingly, while it
is not possible to exactly forecast the areas remaining undeveloped as a
result of the local plan, they are likely to be of relatively high landscape and
biodiversity quality. Natural environment benefits would therefore arise in
the area. Conversely there would be disadvantages in provision of housing
for Teignmouth residents, and possible secondary disbenefits to the town
centre arising from a reduced potential customer base. The latter would be
partially mitigated by the inclusion of the marina and town centre
regeneration proposals in the Local Plan.
Conclusion
5.8.68 Teignmouth is generally constrained by the coast and coastal landscape,
and by biodiversity interests, and therefore a restraint – based approach to
development in this settlement is justified. The site assessments reflect this.
The relatively limited proposals allocated are those with the lowest
environmental impact, including one previously developed site within the
town centre.
Bovey Tracey development options
5.8.69 The strategy (see policies S3 and S4) requires that at least 1.8 hectares of
employment land (3% of 60 hectares) and about 620 dwellings (5% of
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12,400) are provided at Bovey Tracey. There are currently planning
permissions for 279 dwellings and 3.2 hectares of employment uses, taking
account of the recent successful appeal at Bradley Bends.
5.8.70 The strategic policy S19 requires allocations with a capacity of at least 470
dwellings and 3 hectares of land for employment development. Therefore
the total planned provision at Bovey Tracey is 749 dwellings and 6.1
hectares of employment land which exceed the strategic requirements set
out in the paragraph x, but are still broadly within the acceptable strategic
flexibility.
5.8.71 The strategic basis for development at Bovey Tracey is considered in the
strategic elements section and under policies S3 and S4 and justifies the
scale of development allocated in this area. The following paragraphs
consider the various alternative approaches to allocating land of about this
scale, by reference to the allocated sites and any reasonable alternatives.
5.8.72 Given these requirements for employment and housing provision, the level of
Greenfield land developed will be roughly the same whichever sites are
allocated, and accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the
decisions between the Greenfield sites. One small previously developed site
was allocated in the Local Plan.
Sites chosen for allocation
5.8.73 The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the Proposed Submission Local Plan. The
reasons for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report
assessments, are set out against each site.
BT1 Dean Park
5.8.74 The site provides for about 20% of the S4 strategic requirement for Bovey
Tracey housing. This greenfield site to the north of Bovey Tracey, previously
located within an Area of Great Landscape Value and visible from the Bovey
Tracey Conservation Area, nearby listed buildings and within Dartmoor
National Park. The Dartmoor National Park Planning Authority has
considered its potential impact and has not objected to the proposal on
landscape grounds. The impact on the landscape, listed buildings and
National Park can be minimised through appropriate design and landscaping
measures. The site is within the strategic flyways and sustenance zones of
greater horseshoe bats and the landscaping could contribute towards
mitigation measures that may be required for any identified impact. There is
a policy requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting the
Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site.
5.8.75 The site is close to the town centre, but there is no continuous footpath
between them. This has resulted in previous planning applications for
housing, and the subsequent appeals, being refused. The development
requires the provision of a continuous off-road link back towards the town
centre, and this provision can be made within the site. A masterplan is
required, which will show the proposed route.
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BT2A North of Indio House
5.8.76 This is a small site in close proximity to the town centre with minimal impact,
which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in the area, and
merits allocation. This site is Grade 2 agricultural land and is adjacent to a
listed building. The proximity of the site to the town centre and frequent
public transport routes, along with the limited constraints to development
was considered to be sufficient to override the loss of higher grade
agricultural land. There is a landscaped driveway to the listed building which
separates it from the site, minimising the impact. With careful design and
further landscaping the impact on the listed building can be made
acceptable. There is a policy requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation
strategy, reflecting the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site.
BT2B Coal yard site
5.8.77 This is a small brownfield site in close proximity to the town centre with
minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in
the area, and merits allocation. The loss of employment land is mitigated by
the allocation of a similar sized site through Policy BT2C. There is a policy
requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation measures, reflecting the Habitat
Regulations Assessment of the site. The Inspector has proposed that the
site be deleted from the Local Plan primarily because he was uncertain to its
availability and deliverability.
BT2C Old Newton Road
5.8.78 This is a small site for employment in close proximity to the town centre and
new developments at the former Cardew Pottery site, which has provided
improved pedestrian links back to the town centre. The site isn’t suitable for
residential development due to its proximity to the Bovey Heath SSSI,
because of the potential for domestic pets to affect the wildlife on the site.
Employment use of the site is suitable due to its proximity to the existing
Heathfield industrial estate and access to the main road network. It provides
additional choice and certainty of supply in the area, and merits allocation.
There is a policy requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting
the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site.
BT2D Abbey Road Primary School
5.8.79 This is a brownfield site in very close proximity to the town centre with
minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in
the area, and merits allocation. The site will be available following the
provision of a replacement primary school through Policy BT4.
BT3 Challabrook
5.8.80 The site provides for 44% of the S4 strategic requirement for Bovey Tracey
housing, and 67% of the employment requirement (although this does not
reflect the overprovision of both in Bovey Tracey referred to in paragraph x).
This greenfield site is close to the Dartmoor National Park boundary, but the
National Park Authority has considered its potential impact and have not
objected to the proposal on landscape grounds. There has been
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consideration of the potential impact on Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways but
the mitigation measures required in the policy would prevent any likelihood
of harm. There is a policy requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy,
reflecting the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site.
5.8.81 A proposal to contain a primary school within the site was contained in the
preferred options version of the policy, but this item of infrastructure has now
been relocated to the site BT4, and therefore additional housing provision
has been included within the site compared with the previous version.
Overall, the site is one with limited environmental impact, providing
significant housing and employment towards the Bovey Tracey strategic
requirement and its allocation is justified.
BT4 Land off Le Molay Littry Way
5.8.82 The site is greenfield, between Le Molay Littry Way and the River Bovey and
this proximity to the river along with strategic flyways for greater horseshoe
bats requires mitigation for flood risk and biodiversity. There is a policy
requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting the Habitat
Regulations Assessment of the site.
5.8.83 The site is within Flood Zone 2 and there are more suitable sites available in
areas of lower flood risk to deliver the housing strategy for Bovey Tracey. It
is therefore not considered to be appropriate to allocate for housing through
this Plan. The site is close to the town centre and offers the opportunity for
community buildings and recreation, including a location for a replacement
primary school due to the site constraints of the existing school and need for
extra capacity.
BT6 Heathfield
5.8.84 The site is within the existing Heathfield industrial estate and proposed for
employment development. There are no known constraints on the site and
they will help provide more flexibility and availability of employment land in
the area.
Sites not allocated
5.8.85 The following sites were not allocated in the Proposed Submission Local
Plan. The reasons for their non-inclusion, taking account of the October
2012 report assessments, are set out against each site.
Blenheim Terrace 030138
5.8.86 This very small site is within the settlement limit and could come forward
without allocation.
Brimley Lodge 030139
5.8.87 This site is on the edge of the town but scored poorly against climate change
as the distance, approximately 1.8km, is considered to be too far to
encourage walking. It also has the potential to adversely affect the setting of
the Templer Way granite railway, although this could be addressed through
appropriate design and landscaping. The site has poor access which, along
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with the distance from the town centre, meant that it did not perform as well
as other sites.
Indio House 030115
5.8.88 This site would be located to the south of the proposed allocation BT2A,
within the grounds of the listed building. The site would provide a significant
level of growth in Bovey Tracey in a sustainable location close to the town
centre. The short distance visual impact will be minimal due to the screening
provided by existing trees, but there may be some wider visual impacts when
viewed from the north of the site. The site is within the sustenance zones for
greater horseshoe bats and would require a bespoke mitigation strategy.
The site was not included because it performed poorly on Built Environment,
due to the impact on the immediate setting of the listed Indio House and its
driveway.
BCT, Heathfield 030202
5.8.89 The site was granted planning permission on appeal for mixed use
development including housing. No allocation was therefore considered
necessary.
Bradley Bends (BT2)
5.8.90 The site at Bradley Bends was proposed to be allocated in the Preferred
Options Core Strategy, but was not retained in the submitted Local Plan. It
has since been granted permission on appeal, reflecting the national
presumption in favour of sustainable development and the need to retain a
five year supply of housing land. The Planning Inspector has proposed to
modify the plan to include a policy and supporting text reflecting the
permission. As the site has permission and will be developed in any case,
there are no specific implications of this proposed modification. The
potential cumulative impacts for Bovey Tracey are considered in the ensuing
paragraph.
Interactive effects of development in Bovey Tracey
5.8.91 The total provision at Bovey Tracey amounts to about 750 dwellings, which
is about what the ‘no plan’ scenario would suggest for the town, and 5
hectares employment land (likely to be higher than a ‘no plan’ scenario).
Accordingly, a there is cumulatively a limited change in the area of
greenfield development compared with the ‘no plan’ scenario, mainly
associated with additional employment land. There are some landscape and
biodiversity constraints at Bovey Tracey, but the plan policies include
appropriate mitigation and therefore natural environment impacts are
minimal. There are commensurate benefits to local employment and
housing opportunities from this higher level of development.
Conclusion
5.8.92 The level of development at Bovey Tracey has increased slightly above the
planned level, due to the successful appeal at Bradley Bends (BT2) which is
now to be reflected in a Local Plan policy, taking account of the Inspector’s
proposed modifications. However, the sites remain suitable in terms of
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relatively low natural environment impact and reasonable proximity to the
town centre. The limited range of alternatives available are not as suitable
for a range of reasons.
Chudleigh development options
5.8.93 The strategy (see policies S3 and S4) requires that at least 1.8 hectares of
employment land (3% of 60 hectares) and about 620 dwellings (5% of
12,400) are provided at Chudleigh. There are currently planning
permissions for 88 dwellings but no employment sites.
5.8.94 The strategic policy S20 requires allocations of up to 435 dwellings and 2
hectares of land for employment development. It is important to note that
the housing number is ‘up to’, as opposed to ‘at least’ which is used for the
policies in the other places. The reasons for this are: capacity at the waste
water treatment plant; the capacity at Chudleigh Primary School; and the
need to provide sufficient land to mitigate any impacts on the flyways,
foraging areas and sustenance zones of the greater horseshoe bats which
roost at Chudleigh Caves.
5.8.95 The total planned provision at Chudleigh is 523 dwellings and 2 hectares of
employment land is slightly below the strategic requirements set out for
housing, slightly above for employment. This flexibility is acceptable within
the strategy, particularly in the case of Chudleigh due to the specific
biodiversity and infrastructure issues set out as well as the need to
rebalance employment provision with housing.
5.8.96 The strategic basis for development at Chudleigh is considered in the
strategic elements section and under policies S3 and S4 and justifies the
scale of development allocated in this area. The following paragraphs
consider the various alternative approaches to allocating land of about this
scale, by reference to the allocated sites and any reasonable alternatives.
5.8.97 Given these requirements for employment and housing provision, the level of
Greenfield land developed will be roughly the same whichever sites are
allocated. Accordingly that particular issue does not factor in the decisions
between the Greenfield sites.
Sites chosen for allocation
5.8.98 The following sites were allocated for various uses (but primarily housing
and employment provision) within the Proposed Submission Local Plan. The
reasons for allocating them, taking account of the October 2012 report
assessments, are set out against each site.
CH1 Land at Rocklands
5.8.99 This greenfield site provides for about 30% of the S4 strategic requirement
for Chudleigh housing and almost all (2.5% of the 3%) of the S3 strategic
requirement for Chudleigh employment. The site is some distance from the
town centre and there is not a continuous footpath of adequate width
between them. It does, however, provide the best opportunity for
employment land provision, which is significant as Chudleigh has
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proportionately the highest level of out-commuting in the district. In
acknowledgment of the importance of more employment opportunities and
that servicing the site would need upfront investment the policy also supports
new housing development with a trigger by when the serviced employment
land should be included. Without the employment land the site is
considerably less sustainable.
5.8.100 The site is close to the Chudleigh Caves and there is a policy requirement
for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting the Habitat Regulations
Assessment of the site. The need for mitigation measures, on-site public
open space, topography and the restrictions on infrastructure capacity
referred to in paragraph x have set a restriction on capacity for development.
CH2 Land North East of Chudleigh
5.8.101 This greenfield site provides for about 25% of the S4 strategic requirement
for Chudleigh housing. The site is in two parcels due to the need to provide a
green corridor for greater horseshoe bat flyways. There is a policy
requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting the Habitat
Regulations Assessment of the site. The site was previously in an Area of
Great Landscape Value and rises gradually to the south. Appropriate design
and landscaping can minimise the visual impact of the proposal. The site is
located within walking distance to the town centre. It is also adjacent to local
sports pitches, which are to be safeguarded and enhanced as a policy
requirement. The Inspector has proposed to modify the plan to extend the
proposed housing areas of the site to include additional land, mainly to the
east, but without altering the overall housing provision within the site. The
impact will be an increase in the area of greenfield land developed, but at a
lower density (and therefore with more garden and other “urban greenfield”
land). There are no significant differences in its sustainability implications
and therefore no need to alter the October 2012 report appraisal.
CH3 Land around James House
5.8.102 This is a greenfield site for housing in close proximity to the town centre with
minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in
the area, and merits allocation. The site is detached from the settlement limit
of the town by the land subject to CH4, but this is not a significant gap and
would not present a problem if the sites were brought forward separately.
Provision needs to be made for appropriate bat mitigation measures and
there is a policy requirement for a bespoke bat mitigation strategy, reflecting
the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site. Assessment is also required
for potential archaeological records, as it is within an area recorded as
having cremated human remains from the Roman or prehistoric period.
CH4 Land at Colway Lane
5.8.103 This is a greenfield site for housing in close proximity to the town centre with
minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in
the area, and merits allocation. Provision needs to be made for appropriate
bat mitigation measures and there is a policy requirement for a bespoke bat
mitigation strategy, reflecting the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the site.
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Assessment is also required for potential archaeological records, as it is
within an area recorded as having cremated human remains from the
Roman or prehistoric period.
CH5 Land at Grovelands
5.8.104 This is a greenfield site for housing in close proximity to the town centre with
minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply in
the area, and merits allocation.
CH6 North West of Town Centre
5.8.105 This is a small greenfield site for housing and provides the remaining 0.5%
(of the 3%) of the S3 strategic requirement for Chudleigh employment
alongside CH1 Rocklands. The site is in close proximity to the town centre
with minimal impact, which provides additional choice and certainty of supply
in the area, and merits allocation.
Sites not allocated
5.8.106 The following sites were not allocated in the Proposed Submission Local
Plan. The reasons for their non-inclusion, taking account of the October
2012 report assessments, are set out against each site.
030333 Bottle Bridge Hill
5.8.107 Site located to the north of Chudleigh, adjacent to CH3 Land around James
House. The site has the potential to impact on strategic flyways and
sustenance zones of the greater horseshoe bat, so would require a bespoke
mitigation strategy. Part of the site is within flood zone 3 so would be
unsuitable for housing. This sloping, somewhat elevated site has a difficult
access, and the floodplain associated with the adjoin stream limits the
development potential in any case. It is less suitable than the allocated
sites.
030338 Newinnton Lodge
5.8.108 The site is within the Chudleigh Conservation Area, in close proximity to the
town centre and considered to be a sustainable location. Part of the site is
covered by a Tree Preservation Order and part is to be retained as garden,
limiting the amount of available land. There is some small scale potential for
infill, which will require further consideration. The site is within the proposed
settlement limit for Chudleigh but is not considered to be of sufficient scale or
importance to require a specific Local Plan policy.
Interactive effects of development at Chudleigh
5.8.109 The provision through Local Plan allocations and planning permissions at
Chudleigh amounts to 523 dwellings and 2 hectares of employment land,
somewhat above the ‘no plan’ expectation. The built development elements
of the allocations themselves have a land area of about 17 hectares,
increased to about 19 hectares by the Inspector’s proposed modification .
Cumulatively, therefore, there is some resource disadvantage from the
strategy. The potential cumulative impact on the South Hams SAC is
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particularly relevant because of the proximity of the Chudleigh Caves and
Woods SSSI, which forms part of the SAC. The Greater Horseshoe Bats
which are the reason for its European designation use the surrounding area
for foraging and for commuting to more widespread feeding areas. The work
in preparing the plan, reflected in the Habitats Regulation Assessment,
confirmed that appropriate mitigation for the sites would ensure that no likely
harm arose to the SAC, and therefore it is considered that limited biodiversity
impact will arise from the allocations overall. It is possible that the
unplanned development of Chudleigh, even at a lower level, would have a
greater biodiversity impact but this is uncertain and is not reflected in the
assessments. There would be some benefit from housing and employment
provision to the local population. A key infrastructure issue to be considered
was the capacity of the local sewage treatment works which have limited the
overall cumulative provision.
Conclusion
5.8.110 The key issue relates to the potential impact on the South Hams SAC, and
the sites have been chosen, and their policies carefully worded, to avoid any
impact on that internationally important site. The sites are generally the
lowest impact sites, and the capacity of the local infrastructure has been
considered in assessing the overall level of provision.
Other/rural locations
5.8.111 The Local Plan strategy avoids specific allocations in the more rural areas,
with the exception of the gypsy and traveller proposal at Middletree Park.
The following sites are therefore contrary to the strategy which mitigates
against their inclusion. The discussions below should be read in that light.
However it is open to parish councils to promote these or other sites through
their Neighbourhood Plans if they wish.
WE6A Middletree Park
5.8.112 See the assessment under policy WE6A set out earlier at p???
073104, 073105, 073108, 073109 – Dolbeare, Ashburton
5.8.113 These sites are adjacent to Ashburton, separated from the town by the A38,
close to the slip roads on and off the A38 which affects the integration with
the town. The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas or
to allocate the housing for towns within the Dartmoor National Park Area, as
they are their own local planning authority.
050102 Cider Works, Abbotskerswell
5.8.114 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. This site on
the edge of Abbotskerswell, which itself is located close to Newton Abbot, is
a greenfield site but is not covered by statutory landscapes. It is close to a
known bat roost at Conitor Copse so could require a bespoke mitigation
strategy for greater horseshoe bats. The land steeply slopes and there is an
area within flood zone 3 to the south east of the site. Allocations in rural
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areas are likely to increase the need to travel. It is therefore not considered
to be sustainable or consistent with the strategic approach of the Local Plan
to allocate this site.
071904 Shaldon/Haccombe Roads, Netherton
5.8.115 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. The site is
within the Area of Great Landscape Value so design will need to be carefully
considered. There is also potential impact on cirl bunting and greater
horseshoe bat areas, which will require further investigation and potentially
mitigation measures. Allocations in rural areas are likely to increase the need
to travel. It is therefore not considered to be sustainable or consistent with
the strategic approach of the Local Plan to allocate this site.
051201 Lamacroft, Kennford
5.8.116 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. While
Kennford is relatively close to Exeter, it is not within easy walking or cycling
distance. The size of the site would result in a significant development that
would be out of scale with the size of the village. The northern section of the
site is within flood zones 2 and 3, which will affect capacity. Allocations in
rural areas are likely to increase the need to travel. It is therefore not
considered to be sustainable or consistent with the strategic approach of the
Local Plan to allocate this site.
St Marys Cottages, Dawlish
5.8.117 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. The site is
within the parish of Dawlish but is an isolated group of houses, not well
related to the town or any of its facilities. The Local Plan makes provision to
meet the needs of the town in much more sustainable locations. Allocations
in rural areas are likely to increase the need to travel. It is therefore not
considered to be sustainable or consistent with the strategic approach of the
Local Plan to allocate this site.
050501 Vicarage Road, Cockwood
5.8.118 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. The site
proposed is for a single dwelling and would not justify a specific policy,
regardless of its location.
050201 Forder Lane, Bishopsteignton
5.8.119 The Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on
a more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the
infrastructure and opportunities to accommodate such growth. The site is
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within the Area of Great Landscape Value and Coastal Preservation Area, in
a prominent location when approaching the village. While there may be
scope for design and suitable landscaping, there will be a visual impact on
these areas.
5.8.120 There is a lesser horseshoe bat roost close by and the site is within a cirl
bunting wintering zone, so appropriate surveys and mitigation measures will
be required. There are no continuous footpaths back into the village centre
and limited employment opportunities, which is likely to increase the need to
travel. It is therefore not considered to be sustainable or consistent with the
strategic approach of the Local Plan to allocate this site.
050213 Jack’s Patch, Bishopsteignton
5.8.121 The site is prominent from wider views, including on the opposite side of the
Teign Estuary, and is within the Area of Great Landscape Value and Coastal
Preservation Area. Part of the site is a County Wildlife Site for salt marsh,
neutral grassland and pond, as well as a cirl bunting wintering zone. The
Local Plan does not seek to allocate housing in rural areas, focusing on a
more sustainable strategy of locating growth in areas with the infrastructure
and opportunities to accommodate such growth. The site is on the southern
side of the A381, with the rest of the village to the north. This could present a
barrier to movement and would require new pedestrian and cycle crossings
on the A381. Allocations in rural areas are likely to increase the need to
travel. It is therefore not considered to be sustainable or consistent with the
strategic approach of the Local Plan to allocate this site.
Interactive effects of development outside strategic locations
5.8.122 Only one site is allocated outside the strategic locations, the Gypsy and
Traveller site WE6A. The cumulative effect, compared with the ‘no plan’
scenario, is a significant reduction in housing development at villages, with
significant benefits in landscape, heritage and climate change impacts. The
provision of affordable housing and employment through other policies of the
plan is still possible, mitigating any potential disbenefits in these areas. The
lack of allocations works with and supports the implementation of policies
S21 and 22 specifically, and landscape protection policies such as EN2 and
2A.
Conclusion
5.8.123 The strategic approach to the allocation of housing land set out in S4 and
discussed earlier in this chapter supports the non-allocation of the sites
considered. They are more appropriately considered through the application
of Neighbourhood Planning (see policy S23).

5.9

Policy/Site Mitigation and Improvements

5.9.1

For all these sites and policies, a variety of potential mitigation measures
were considered during the appraisal process, examples including the
provision of green infrastructure and sustainable urban drainage schemes,
alterations to the site area and provision of transport infrastructure,
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amendment to policy requirements and to policy wordings. The relevant
improvements have been incorporated in the policy wordings and taken
account of in the appraisals.
5.9.2

For each SA objective an assessment is provided of the measures
envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible to offset any significant
effects on the environment of implementing the plan.

Teignbridge SA Objective

Factors

A Natural Environment

• Natural habitats and biodiversity; flora and fauna
• Wildlife and Species (dormice, bats etc)
• Natural Landscape character
• Coastal development

To protect, conserve and
enhance the areas natural
environment

The submission Local Plan strategy for development distribution concentrates growth at the main
towns. Whilst planned urban extensions will require development on greenfields, impact on
natural habitats, biodiversity and landscape is mitigated through local plan policies.
Submission Local Plan policy S1 Sustainable Development Criteria requires development
proposals to perform well against a range of criteria, including those related to the natural
environment (e.g. landscape and biodiversity). Policy S1 is supported by a suite of other policies
in the Local Plan to mitigate the potential impacts of development on the natural environment.
These are thematic e.g. S22 Countryside, EN2 Undeveloped Coast, EN8 Biodiversity Protection
and enhancement, EN9 Important Habitats and Features, EN10 European Wildlife Sites, EN10
Legally Protected and Priority Species, EN12 Woodlands, Trees and Hedgerows, and also
include site allocation requirements for specific mitigation measure to protect, conserve and
enhance the natural environment. Site specific examples for mitigating the impacts of
development on the natural environment include: the protection of hedgerows and connective
woodland planting for dormice at TE3 West of Higher Exeter Road, Teignmouth; a requirement for
a bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat mitigation plan for development allocations around the Heart of
Teignbridge (e.g. NA1 Houghton Barton, NA3 Wolborough) and at Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh.
Site specific development allocations also, where necessary, include requirements to mitigate
their landscape impact (e.g. DA4 West of Southdowns Road, Dawlish).
Policy WE11 provides an overarching basis for delivering green infrastructure across the plan
area, which can protect, conserve and enhance the natural environment. This is supported
through more detailed site specific provision requirements for green infrastructure in development
allocations, for example at NA1 Houghton Barton, NA3 Wolborough (both at Newton Abbot) and
SWE1 South West of Exeter urban extension.
The submission Local Plan includes two site based proposals for suitable alternative natural
greenspace (policy DA7 Dawlish Warren Coastal Park and policy SWE3 Ridge Top Park at South
West Exeter), in response to Habitat Regulations requirements to mitigate the impacts of visitors
through planned development on protected European sites at the Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish
Warren SAC. The Council’s proposed minor changes to the Proposed Submission Local Plan
make clear the Council in collaboration with other local planning authorities for the South Hams
SAC, will prepare and publish, as a supplementary planning document (SPD) a Greater
Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Strategy. The proposed Mitigation Strategy SPD will identify the
requirements for and provision of measures necessary to mitigate the likely affects of all types of
developments (both alone and in combination with other projects) in all areas where there could
be an adverse affect on the integrity of the South Hams SAC.
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Teignbridge SA Objective

Factors

B Built Environment

• Design and build quality of new development
• Cultural heritage
• Archaeology – SAMs
• Conservation areas and design
• Townscape/regeneration
• Gateways and public art

To preserve and improve
the areas built environment
and heritage assets

The maintenance and enhancement of historic interest features is included in Policy S1
Sustainable Development. Policies S2 Quality Development and WE8 Domestic Extensions,
Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary Treatments will serve to mitigate what might
otherwise be the potential adverse impact of poorly designed development on the built
environment. The preservation and improvement of the built environment and heritage assets is
supported elsewhere in the submission Local Plan through other policies including EN5 Heritage
Assets, and, where appropriate, specific requirements of site allocations. For example, policy NA3
Wolborough, Newton Abbot requires development to respect the setting of the parish church of St
Mary the Virgin. Certain site allocation policies include a requirement for comprehensive
landscape and design led masterplanning, which can mitigate the impact of proposed
development on the built environment.
C Climate Change
To mitigate and adapt to
possible effects of climate
change

• Provision of open space in urban environments
• Reducing the need to travel (carbon savings)
• Reduce flood risk and the threat to people and property
• Cycle and walking provision to support reductions in car travel.
• Promote the usage of renewable sources of energy and support
energy efficiency.

The submission Local Plan mitigates the impact of planned growth in Teignbridge on climate
change at a strategic, thematic and site allocation level.
The focus of development at the main towns, coupled with policy requirements to improve the
self-containment of places (local provision of education, health, shops, employment, community
facilities and open space), will help reduce the need to travel. This is supported through measures
to help modal shift to public transport, cycling and walking (e.g. Policy S1 Sustainable
Development Criteria, S2 Quality Development and site specific provisions).
Submission Local Plan Policy S6 resilience will seek to minimise the future impact of climate
change and fossil fuel scarcity from development, supported through Policies S7 Carbon
Emission Targets and EN3 Carbon Reduction Plans. Policy EN4 will mitigate flood risk through
the sequential approach to the location of development and sustainable drainage.
Site specific mitigation against the impact of development on climate change include, for example,
Policies NA1 Houghton Barton and NA3 Wolborough, Newton Abbot (maximise opportunities for
either the generation of on-site renewable energy at a domestic scale or community scale
renewable energy generation). The Council’s proposed minor changes to Policy SWE1 South
West of Exeter include a requirement for the provision of a site wide district heating system to
which all developments will connect, with preference given to using heat from the Marsh Barton
Energy from Waste facility, subject to viability.
The environmental impacts of housing are further through policies S7 and EN3, which collectively
will work to reduce carbon emissions and minimise carbon footprint. The use of Sustainable
Urban Drainage Systems (required through Policy S2) will mitigate the potential for housing
development to cause flood risk through increased surface run-off.
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Teignbridge SA Objective

Factors

D Resource Use

• Soils quality and supply
• Water quality and its future supply
• Minimise waste (reuse, recycle, recover)
• Loss of quality agricultural land
• Sterilisation of mineral resources

To minimise the loss or
degradation of finite natural
resources.

Policy S1 includes the impact on mineral and agricultural production in the Local Plan’s
sustainable development criteria. Mitigating the impact of development on water and soil
resources is aided through policies S6 Resilience and S11 Pollution.
The Local Plan’s strategy for development distribution focuses major development allocations at
the main towns. This avoids the two highest grades of agricultural land (grades 1 and 2), with the
exception of a small part of DA2, North west of Secmaton Lane);
Newton Abbot (a small part of NA3 Wolborough and also NA5 Buckland Barton);
Chudleigh (CH5 Land at Grovelands and a small part of CH4 Land at Colway Lane)
The development distribution avoids internationally important ball clay minerals deposits in the
Bovey Basin, to the north of Newton Abbot. Policy NA3 Wolborough, Newton Abbot mitigates
impact on sand and gravel deposits through promoting pre-extraction of the mineral before
development takes place.
E Jobs and Local
Economy
To foster an entrepreneurial
economy with improved
productivity, providing a
strong employment offer.

• Economic generating uses (including housing
and population growth)
• Productivity – access to labour supply
• Employment offer – more business space
• Tourism/commercial cultural and leisure provision
• Skills training

Policy S3 will mitigate the forecast need for employment land in the Teignbridge planning area. It
promotes an improved balance of jobs to working population, with provision for about 60 hectares
of land for business, industrial and warehousing over the next 20 years. This provision will support
economic growth, job creation, increased prosperity and help address multiple deprivation.
Maintaining a deliverable supply of 15 hectares of land for business, industrial and warehousing
uses at any one time will help mitigate the potential for the loss of businesses seeking to expand
or relocate within Teignbridge, to locations outside the planning area. The delivery of Policy S3 is
supported through Policies EC1 to EC5, and also the allocation of development sites for business,
warehousing and industrial uses at the main towns (e.g. 18 hectares at NA1 Houghton Barton and
10 hectares at NA3 Wolborough, Newton Abbot, and 19 hectares adjacent to Peamore on the
edge of Exeter (Policy SWE2) (following the Inspector’s main modifications).
The creation of new jobs in Teignbridge can mitigate potential environmental impacts of
significant housing provision through improving the self-containment of places and reducing the
need for working residents to travel outside the plan area. This can reduce use of fossil fuels and
pollution from vehicle exhaust emissions.
Policy S12 supports the tourism economy in Teignbridge, including the retention and
enhancement of tourist accommodation and attractions. This can mitigate the potential for loss of
visitors to alternative destinations outside the district.
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Teignbridge SA Objective

Factors

F Town Centres

• Strengthen and safeguard the vitality and viability of town centres
• Relationship between new development and town centres

To strengthen and
safeguard the vitality and
viability of our town centres

The Local Plan includes a suite of land use policies that can help mitigate the impact of current
economic conditions, out of town and internet shopping on the vitality and viability of town centres
in Teignbridge. These policies can help attract investment in town centres in Teignbridge through
the allocation of site for new shops, applying the ‘sequential test’ for retail and leisure
development in the NPPF, protecting prime retail frontages and giving flexibility for other active
uses in town centre areas. This can also mitigate against potential reduced competitiveness of
town centres in Teignbridge that could result from investment and improvements to town centres
outside the planning area.
The Local Plan includes a suite of policies to support town centres, including EC4 Large scale
retail development, EC7 primary shopping frontages, EC8 secondary shopping frontages. Policy
NA8 supports town centre development at Newton Abbot, including the delivery of a broader
evening economy.
Policy EC10 local shops provides for residents’ day to day shopping needs within walking
distance, in locations within or adjoining defined settlements. Regeneration can also support the
vitality and viability of town centres, through Local Plan policies including TE4 (Teignmouth) and
DA12 (Dawlish).
Major new comparison goods retail space is allocated at Newton Abbot town centre through
policy NA9 Town Centre Markets Area. Mixed use housing allocations elsewhere at Newton
Abbot (NA1 Houghton Barton, NA3 Wolborough), Kingskerswell (KK1 Land off Torquay Road and
Embury Close), and South West of Exeter (SWE1) include provision for local shops.
Policies KS4, KK5, BT5 and CH8 provide for environmental enhancements that can support town
and village centres at Kingskerswell, Kingsteignton, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh.
Strengthening and safeguarding the vitality and viability of town centres in Teignbridge can
mitigate the potential environmental impacts of significant housing provision, where improved
retail choice can reduce shopping trips to outside the plan area and associated use of fossil fuels
and pollution from vehicle exhaust emissions.
G Housing
To provide and maintain a
sufficient supply of good
quality, mixed housing,
including an appropriate
level of affordable housing

• Supply of housing
• Housing mix
• Efficiency of housing
• Access to services
• Balanced places providing access to an appropriate mix of
services and facilities.
• Housing affordability

Policy S4 will mitigate forecast housing need, provide more choice and improve the suitability of
housing accommodation across the spectrum of the housing market in the Teignbridge planning
area. It will also help to address housing affordability, homelessness and multiple deprivation. The
average provision of 620 new homes per year over the plan period accords with objectively
assessed housing needs.
The delivery of Policy S4 is supported through the allocation of development sites for new
housing at the main towns and on the edge of Exeter, including large mixed use urban
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Factors

extensions.
The concentration of significant housing as part of large mixed use urban extensions at the main
towns will reduce their potential environmental impact, avoiding dispersed development in rural
areas. Concentrated urban form (e.g. through policies NA1 Houghton Barton and NA3
Wolborough at Newton Abbot, and SWE1 South West of Exeter urban extension) will place new
housing closer to shops, schools, employment opportunities, open space, recreation and
community facilities. It will therefore support walking, cycling and public transport, thereby
reducing the need to travel by car, use of fossil fuels and pollution from vehicle exhaust
emissions.
Policies WE1 to WE7 will help to mitigate the need for affordable housing and for homes for the
travelling community.
Policy S21A will help mitigate the impact of housing through identifying settlement limits at the
main towns and villages, within which limited development will be permitted subject to being
consistent with the provisions and policies of the Local Plan. Policy S22 makes clear that outside
the defined settlement limits development will be strictly managed. This will support the urban
focus of the plan’s development strategy and help avoid development in unsustainable rural
locations.
H Health & Wellbeing

• Safe and secure environment with a reduced fear of crime
• Access to open space and recreation
To support healthy lifestyles
• Limit air, noise and light pollution to levels that do not damage
and a healthy local living
human health or natural systems
environment
• Active forms of transport ensuring integration of public transport,
walking and cycling opportunities
• Air Quality
• Fear of crime.
• Public recreational and leisure opportunities
• Social Deprivation
Submission Local Plan Policy S2 will mitigate the potential for adverse impact of development on
health and well-being, community cohesion, and public safety through the requirement for quality
design. This can be supported through the requirement for masterplanning at the strategic
development allocations (e.g. through policies NA1 Houghton Barton, NA3 Wolborough, SWE1
South West of Exeter urban extension, and DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane, Dawlish).
The promotion of health and well-being is also supported by policies S1 Sustainable Development
Criteria, S11 Pollution (reducing the impact of noise, air, water, light, land and other forms of
pollution from development), EN6 Air Quality, and EN7 Contaminated Land. Strategic policies for
Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton, Kingskerswell, Dawlish and Teignmouth (S14 to S18) include
provision for improvements to air quality.
Policy S9 Sustainable Travel will support healthier modes of travel, including walking and cycling.
Health benefits can result from physical exercise and the avoidance of travel modes that can
cause air and noise pollution.
Development allocations in the Local Plan substantially avoid areas that are at risk from flooding
(and which as a consequence could pose a risk to human health).
The submission Local Plan makes significant provision for public recreational and leisure
opportunities, including through green infrastructure (Policy WE11), the protection of recreational
land and buildings (Policy WE13).
Policy HT1 can mitigate the potential transport impacts of development focused at the Heart of
Teignbridge, through new road infrastructure to support new growth areas, support for rail
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Teignbridge SA Objective

Factors

improvements, and comprehensive walking and cycling routes that connect within the Heart of
Teignbridge and to nearby towns and villages. Walking and cycling provision supports urban
extensions elsewhere in the planning area, including at SWE1 South West of Exeter and DA2
North West of Secmaton Lane, Dawlish.
I Infrastructure
To ensure sustainably
balanced places are
created or maintained
providing access to an
appropriate mix of services
and facilities.

• Green infrastructure
• Roads and transport
• Area-wide services (schools, health care, etc)
• Community centres

Policy S5 will mitigate potential unsustainable development through requiring the provision of new
and improved infrastructure, such as education, health, transport, recreation facilities and green
infrastructure in planning for the growth of balanced places. This strategic policy is supported
through other policies in the Local Plan (e.g. WE11 Green Infrastructure), and site based
allocations detailing specific infrastructure requirements.
Policies WE12 and WE13 will help to maintain and protect local facilities and recreational land
and buildings, thereby mitigating their potential loss through development proposals.
Policies HT1 to HT3 include site specific requirements for the provision of transport, education
and green infrastructure at the Heart of Teignbridge. This is also the case for policy SWE1 in
respect of the urban extension at the South West of Exeter, and policies DA9 and DA10 at
Dawlish.
The Local Plan will make possible the implementation of a Community Infrastructure Levy, which
will be central to the funding of strategic infrastructure across the plan area.
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6

Problems encountered in undertaking assessments

6.1.1

The SEA Annex 1 (h) requires that in addition to outlining the reasons for
selecting alternatives the method of appraisal and any difficulties
encountered should be reported.

6.1.2

Development and consultation on the plan policies and allocations was led
by suitably qualified planning officers from the council’s spatial planning
team. This was done in consultation and collaboration with council’s
specialists in ecology, landscape, economic development and other
disciplines, and from Devon County Council officers, Additional expert
advice was procured for specialist areas such as Bats and renewable
energy.

6.1.3

Site-specific appraisals were also undertaken by suitably qualified planning
officers from the council’s Spatial Planning team.

6.1.4

Specific issues and difficulties in undertaking the assessment are highlighted
in table 13.
Table 13 - Issues and difficulties in undertaking the assessment

Stage

Issues

SEA baseline
assessment

Limited data available to quantify some aspects

Evaluations of
options

New evidence in the 2012 SHMA update, differing from the 2010
SHMA, and leading to a change of approach to the provision of
housing.
Introduction of NPPF during the plan evaluation and preparation
process.
Work on the GI strategy was evolving during the evaluations, taking
account of updating of strategies and more detailed assessments,
this was considered iteratively.

Appraisal of
Impacts

Policies and proposals were evaluated by a number of different,
suitably qualified officers. Whilst a common evidence base and
expert resources were used by all officers, it is very challenging to
achieve full consistency in 250 pages of qualitative assessments (as
in Appendix 1-3 of the October 2012 report).
Uncertain impacts from permitted development outside scope of
Local Plan being assessed. For example, the full scope of impacts of
the South Devon Link Road will only emerge following completion of
the road in late 2015.
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Data Issues in
Appraisals

Wildlife and Species (dormice, bats and other protected species)
Some general areas of habitat likelihood are identified via GIS but
survey data available only for small areas. Some protected species
data in the council’s GIS is restricted to the Council’s ecologists only
and the spatial officers had to rely on their review of the outputs.
Conflicting information on agricultural land quality from earlier studies
and data at different scales. The most recent and detailed data is
somewhat limited in geographical scope, but shows significant
changes from the more strategic modelled or 1970’s survey-based
information .
Data related to quality and extent of valuable ball clay resources is
only available in limited areas. Due to the nature of clay proper
investigation requires several 100m of boreholes and specialist
mineral analysis. This data was too costly and as such the minerals
authority required a precautionary approach to exclusion of any land
within the ball clay resource area.
Minor changes to the extent of flood zones arising from Environment
Agency regular updates.
Economic and tourist information is not always available at the
necessary scale for Local Plan work, and the collection methods and
scope of tourism data in particular is not stable over time.
The 2001 Census data was getting out of date, but was not replaced
in any detail by the 2011 data until the end of the plan making
process, including significant detail provided after the plan was
submitted.

Establish
monitoring
framework

Some data are only available at limited spatial scales. In particular a
number of indicators are only published on a district-wide basis and it
is not possible to separate out the 38% of the district in the DNPA
and not part of the Teignbridge Plan area.

Post-submission

Two large permissions were granted which altered, by a small
percentage, the distribution of development
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7

Conclusions

7.1.1

The SA/SEA has assessed the following aspects of the Local Plan strategy,
policies and proposals, compared with the “no plan” evolution (or, in the case
of the specific development sites, against the site remaining undeveloped).

7.1.2

Housing Growth – provision of 620 dwellings per year in accordance with the
objectively assessed need within the most recent Strategic Housing Market
Assessment. The assessment indicated that this would lead to greater levels
of greenfield land being developed, but with limited impact on the natural
environment due to overall and site specific mitigation. There would be
significant benefits to housing provision, the economy and to health arising
from this provision.

7.1.3

Employment Growth – a strategy to move towards one job per working age
person seeking employment, with significant economic benefits and
improvements on climate change, but with additional greenfield/agricultural
land take. Environmental impact is considered possible to largely mitigate.

7.1.4

Distribution of development – the distribution set out in the Proposed
Submission Local Plan worked most effectively on the range of sustainability
issues, when compared with the other reasonable distributions. Benefits
arose in environmental terms due to the focusing of development at the
towns rather than in the more sensitive village locations and there is the
potential for significant infrastructure benefits.

7.1.5

The strategic and general policies have been assessed and indicate
significant benefits, individually and overall, compared with the application of
the National Planning Policy Framework and the existing Local Plan with
reducing weight. The policies are key elements of the mitigation proposals of
the plan.

7.1.6

The allocation of the sites reflects the overall strategic elements above, and
the site specific assessments have been used to ensure that maximum
benefit/minimum negative sites are allocated in the Local Plan. In comparing
the individual site assessments it needs to be remembered that these
assessments are all compared with the site remaining undeveloped.
However, the ‘no plan’ evolution would certainly involve the development of a
number of these sites (a total of about 10,000 dwellings appears likely), but
without the mitigation/masterplanning requirements set out in the allocation
policies and the emerging policies on design, layout, provision of green
infrastructure, and so on. It will not be possible to introduce Community
Infrastructure Levy without an adopted Local Plan and therefore there will be
significant infrastructure benefits arising from the Local Plan.

7.1.7

The following table includes a summary of the appraisals of all the submitted
policies contained within the Local Plan, against each of the sustainability
objectives.
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Key:
A Natural Environment
B Built Environment
C Climate Change
D Resource Use
E Jobs and Local Economy

F Town Centres
G Housing
H Health
I Infrastructure

Table 14 - Summary of appraisals of submitted policies
Sustainability Objective
Policy

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

S1A

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

S1

+2

+2

+1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+2

+2

S2

+2

+2

+2

+1

0

+1

+2

+1

0

S3

-1

0

+2

-1

+3

0

0

+2

0

S4

-2

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+2

+3

+2

S5

+2

+2

+1

0

+1

0

0

+1

+2

S6

0

0

+2

+1

+1

+1

0

+1

0

S7

+2

0

+3

+3

?

+2

0

+1

0

S9

0

0

+2

+1

0

+1

0

+2

0

S10

0

0

0

+1

+1

0

0

0

+1

S11

+1

+1

0

0

0

0

0

+2

0

S12

0

0

0

0

+1

+1

0

+1

+1

S13

0

+2

+2

+2

+1

+2

+1

+1

+1

S14

-1

+2

+1

-2

+2

+2

+3

+2

+3

S15

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+2

+1

+1

+1

S16

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

S17

-1

+1

+1

-1

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

S18

-1

+1

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

0

0

S19

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+2

+1

+2

+2

S20

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+2

+1

+1

+1

S21

0

+1

-1

-1

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

S21A

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+1

0

0

+2

S22

+3

+1

+3

+2

-2

0

-2

-1

+2

S23

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

S25

0

0

+1

-1

0

+1

0

0

+1

EC1

0

0

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+1

0

EC2

0

-1

+1

+1

+2

+1

-1

0

-1

EC3

-1

0

+1

0

+2

0

0

+2

0

EC4

+1

0

+1

+2

+1

0

0

+1

0

EC5

0

0

0

0

+1

0

0

+1

0
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Sustainability Objective
Policy

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

EC6

0

+2

+1

+1

0

+2

0

+2

+1

EC7

0

+2

0

0

0

+2

-1

0

0

EC8

0

+2

0

0

0

+2

-1

0

0

EC9

0

+2

+1

0

+1

+2

+1

+2

0

EC10

0

0

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+1

0

EC11

0

0

0

-1

+1

0

0

+1

0

EC12

-1

0

0

-1

+1

0

0

+1

0

WE1

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+2

+2

+2

WE2

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+3

+2

0

WE3

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

0

WE4

0

+1

0

0

0

0

0

+1

0

WE5

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+2

+1

0

WE6

0

0

-1

-1

0

0

+2

+2

0

WE6A

-1

0

-1

-1

0

0

+2

+1

0

WE7

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+1

0

0

WE8

0

+2

0

0

-1

0

0

+1

0

WE9

0

0

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

0

WE10

0

+1

-1

0

0

0

+1

+1

0

WE11

+2

+2

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+2

+1

WE12

0

0

+2

+2

+1

0

0

+2

+2

WE13

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

0

0

+2

+2

EN1

0

+1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

EN2

+2

+1

+1

0

-1

0

-1

-1

0

EN2A

+2

+1

+1

0

0

0

0

0

0

EN3

+1

0

+2

+2

0

+1

-1

+2

-1

EN4

0

+2

+2

0

0

0

-1

+2

+2

EN5

0

+3

0

0

+2

+2

0

0

0

EN6

0

+1

0

+1

0

+1

0

+1

+1

EN7

0

0

0

+1

0

0

0

+1

0

EN8

+3

+1

+1

0

0

0

-1

+1

+1

EN9

+2

0

+1

0

+1

0

0

+1

0

EN10

+2

-1

-1

0

0

0

0

0

0

EN11

+3

0

0

0

0

0

-1

0

0

EN12

+2

+2

+1

0

0

0

+1

+1

0

HT1

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

HT2

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

HT3

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+1

+1

NA1

-1

0

+1

-2

+2

+1

+2

+1

+3

Chapter 7: Conclusions

p171

Sustainability Objective
Policy

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

NA2

-1

0

+1

-2

+2

+1

+1

+1

+2

NA3

-1

0

+1

-2

+2

+1

+2

+1

+3

NA3A

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

NA4

0

0

+1

0

+1

0

0

+1

+1

NA5

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

NA6

0

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

NA8

+1

+2

+2

+1

+2

+2

0

+1

+2

NA9

+1

+2

+2

+1

+2

+2

+1

+1

+1

NA10

0

+1

0

+1

+2

+2

+1

+1

+1

NA12

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

+2

+1

KS1

-1

0

+2

+1

+2

+1

0

+1

+2

KS2

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

0

+1

+2

KS3

-1

0

+1

0

+2

+1

+1

+1

+2

KS4

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2

0

+1

+1

KS5

0

0

0

0

0

+2

0

+1

+1

KS6

0

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

KS7

-1

0

+1

0

+1

0

0

+1

+1

KS8

+1

+1

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

0

KK1

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+2

KK2

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

KK3

0

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

KK4

+2

0

+1

+1

+1

0

-1

+1

+1

KK5

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2

0

0

0

SWE1

-1

0

+2

-1

+2

+1

+2

+2

+3

SWE2

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

0

0

+1

+1

SWE3

+2

0

+1

0

+1

0

0

+1

+1

DA1

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

DA2

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+2

+2

DA4

0

0

-1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

DA5

-1

0

-1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

DA6

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

0

0

+1

+2

DA7

+2

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+2

+2

+2

DA9

0

0

+1

+2

+2

+1

0

+2

+1

DA10

0

0

+1

+1

+2

+1

0

0

+1

DA12

0

+2

+1

+1

+2

+1

0

+1

+1

TE3

-1

0

0

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

TE3A

-1

0

-1

-1

+1

+1

+1

0

0

TE4

-1

+2

+2

+1

+1

+2

+1

+1

+2
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Sustainability Objective
Policy

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

TE5

?

0

0

0

+2

+1

0

0

+1

BT1

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

BT2A

0

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

BT2B

+1

0

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

0

BT2C

-2

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

0

0

0

BT2D

0

+1

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

BT3

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

BT4

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

0

+1

+1

BT5

0

+2

+1

0

+1

+2

0

0

0

BT6

0

0

+1

+1

+1

0

0

+1

0

CH1

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

CH2

-1

0

+1

0

+1

+1

+1

+2

+1

CH3

-1

-1

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

CH4

-1

-1

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

CH5

-1

0

+1

-1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

CH6

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

CH8

0

+2

+1

+1

+1

+1

0

+1

0

CH9

+2

+1

+2

+1

0

0

0

+2

+2

7.1.8

The following table sets out an updated forecast of the impact of the plan as
a whole, integrating the strategic, policy and site specific assessments
contained in Chapter 5 of this report and summarised in the paragraphs
above. The impact of cumulative, secondary and synergistic effects,
mitigation policies and the likely timescale associated with impacts are
allowed for and explained in the table. Against each of the sustainability
objectives, there is a forecast of the impact of the plan in the short (up to 5
years), medium (6 – 10 years) and long (over 10 years) terms with an
explanation of the key policy and development drivers. This forecast is a
comparison against the likely evolution of the area without the
implementation of the plan (i.e. the ‘no plan’ evolution as described in pages
10-14 of this report).
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Table 15 - Forecast of impact of plan
Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area without
the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

M

L

A

The overall level of development is higher than the “no plan”
evolution with approximately 150 hectares of additional greenfield
land developed. However, the process of preparing the Local Plan
has involved careful choices of sites to minimise environmental
impact (taking account of other plan and sustainability objectives
such as travel minimisation), generally avoiding the most sensitive
areas and avoiding damage to the most protected areas/sites. The
allocations and the policies contain specific and general
requirements to protect and enhance biodiversity and the natural
environment. By comparison, without a plan there would be ad hoc
release of sites depending on which planning applications were
made, and no comparative choices made. In particular, a much
higher level of development in the villages would have a
comparatively higher impact. It would also be more difficult to
ensure that appropriate mitigation was included. The development
proposals as a whole have the potential to impact on European
sites in combination, however the mitigation policies and specific
site requirements incorporated into the plan will ensure that harm to
the sites is prevented (see the Habitat Regulations Assessment
documentation). It is possible that the “no plan” evolution will, by
contrast, lead to in-combination effects that it is difficult to manage
on an ad-hoc development basis without the use of Community
Infrastructure Levy. The implementation of the green infrastructure
strategies, allow for biodiversity benefits from a strategic approach.
Accordingly, even with higher levels of development it is considered
that the overall impact on the natural environment is no greater
under the plan proposals. . With the priority given to the
protection of European sites, the early provision of mitigation
measures should ensure that there is no short term impact from
development. The landscape mitigation on edge of town sites may
take a few years to start to become effective. However, this is a
continuous process across the district, with sites coming forward
throughout the plan period, and therefore there is unlikely to be
significant variations in the short, medium or long term impact. The
provision of a strategic network of green infrastructure is likely to be
a longer term project building through the plan period.

0

0

0

Natural
Environment
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area without
the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

M

L

B

The policies of the Local Plan ensure that high quality development
occurs, and this combines with the proposals for enhancing town
centres (including the development of underused town centre sites)
will act to bring about significant improvements in these key
heritage areas. The villages, the other key areas for heritage, will
remain broadly unchanged through the plan period (whereas, under
the no plan evolution, there would be likely to be considerable
development in these sensitive locations). The major development
areas will be subject to masterplanning and all development will be
required to have high quality design and layout. The provision of
community infrastructure levy may provide significant resources
towards town centre enhancements (including those available to
town councils). Cumulatively, therefore, a significant built
environment benefit is forecast. The benefits to the built
environment are forecast to build up through the plan period, as
enhancements are implemented and high quality developments
come forward. This is particularly so compared with the “no plan”
evolution which is forecast to bring about an increasing level of
development at the heritage- sensitive villages. The benefits of the
Local Plan in the long term have been increased compared with the
October 2012 commentary, to reflect the additional work
undertaken on the “no plan” evolution and the strengths and
weaknesses of the alternative distribution strategies in chapter 5 of
this report.

0

+1

+2

Built
Environment

Chapter 7: Conclusions

p175

Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area without
the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

C

Compared with the implications of the no plan evolution, with its
dispersal of development to the villages, the concentration of
development at the towns and on the edge of Exeter will lead to
significant reduction in travel. This impact will be enhanced
interactively with better town centres to reduce outflow of
expenditure to higher order settlements outside the district,
improved provision of public transport and cycling and increases in
local employment provision in and around the main towns. The
inclusion of a mix of uses in the major sites will support this overall
strategy, and the requirement for major developments to prepare
and implement carbon reduction plans will add to the potential for
climate change mitigation. Significant reductions in carbon
emissions will therefore result. This will, of course, only work if it
acts in concert with a similar global effort in accordance with
various international treaties and agreements. Increases in tourism
may involve greater travel to the area, but this will likely be at a
relatively low level, and therefore balance against the increased
employment and reduced need for out-commuting. Overall, a
positive benefit is forecast. There will be only limited impact in the
short term, as during this time development will mainly be from
already permitted development. The allocations generally avoid
areas of floodplain, but it is likely that these will also be avoided
without the plan, as a result of strong national policies. The plan
will show more significant impacts in the medium to long term, as
development increasingly diverges from the “no plan” evolution.

+1 +2

+2

The Local Plan allocates about 150 hectares of additional
greenfield land for housing and employment compared with the “no
plan” evolution forecast. The impact of this additional land will
increase through the plan period. This level of greenfield
development is difficult to avoid without significant increases in
building density with an impact on design and biodiversity, if the
objectively assessed needs of the area are to be met. No
comparative impact on water, waste and mineral sterilisation. The
negative impacts in the longer term have been increased compared
with the assessment in the October 2012 report, to reflect the
improved understanding of the “no plan” scenario described in
pages 10-14 of this report.

-1

-2

Climate
Change

D
Resource
Use
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area without
the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

E

The strategy provides for significant increases in economic activity
within the district, from a number of sectors. The development of
the employment allocations, outstripping considerably the likely
development rates under the no plan evolution, would bring forward
considerable employment (up to 6000 additional jobs). Enhanced
town centres, including specific allocations at Newton Abbot, would
be expected to bring forward additional jobs, and act to encourage
the expansion of other town centre businesses as a secondary
effect, working cumulatively with the retail policies of the Local
Plan. The infrastructure investment (particularly in transport) would
enhance the economic competitiveness of the area, therefore
making the development of the allocated sites more likely, and also
bringing forward increased business growth in other locations. The
allocation of sufficient housing to meet the needs of the area will
both create jobs directly during construction (a temporary effect on
a particular site, but lasting throughout the plan period cumulatively)
but will also improve housing costs and therefore have economic
benefits for attracting workforce for local employers, and also for
increasing the potential for local expenditure by householders. The
economic impact overall is very significant, and increasing over the
plan period. With similar strategies in other nearby districts, the
cumulative effects for Devon as a whole should be very strong.

+1 +2

+3

The plan contains proposals for development and enhancements at
the town centres, which would bring about significant
improvements. Improvements to public transport in Newton Abbot
and Dawlish should support these enhancements by making
access to these town centres easier for nearby populations. Some
of these enhancements may occur under the “no plan” evolution,
although with reduced certainty through lack of a Local Plan
allocation and/or reduced funding as a result of Community
Infrastructure Levy not being possible under that scenario. Some
of the enhancements are likely in the short/medium term, with more
significant improvements taking longer to come about.

+1 +1

+2

Jobs and
Local
Economy

F
Town
Centres
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area without
the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

G

The Local Plan proposals would provide about 2,400 additional
dwellings over the plan period (120 per year on average) compared
with the expected supply in the absence of the plan, including
additional pitches for Gypsies and Travellers. This additional
supply would act, particularly interactively with other authorities’
increased supply in the Exeter Housing Market Area, to improve
affordability and therefore access to housing for a large number of
additional households. This effect would work cumulatively with the
increased household income arising from local economic growth in
terms of access to housing finance. The introduction of Community
Infrastructure Levy may act to reduce affordable housing
proportions, but this is balanced by the overall increase in supply.
The impact would be felt to some extent in the short term, but this
impact would increase as the plan proposals were implemented.
The benefits have been increased compared with the October 2012
report, to reflect improved understanding of the ‘no plan’ scenario
described in 10-14 of this report.

+1 +2

+2

The provision of additional cycle and pedestrian routes should act
cumulatively with the concentration of development adjoining the
main settlements to encourage modal shift from car use to cycling
and walking for leisure, shopping and commuting purposes. This
should act to improve physical activity and therefore, as a
secondary effect, improve local health. Greater housing
affordability and improved access to jobs without the need to
commute will also act as an accumulation of secondary effects to
enhance local health and wellbeing. A further secondary impact
arises if climate change mitigation is successful (which will require
cumulative action with other local authorities and countries) in
terms of health benefits. Overall, the impact on local health and
wellbeing should be positive. Given the slight delay in provision of
homes and jobs, and associated infrastructure, and the time taken
to change travel habits, it is expected that these benefits would
arise in the medium to long term.

0

+1

+1

+1 +1

+2

Housing

H
Health and
Wellbeing

I

The plan brings forward significant investment in transport, social,
green and other infrastructure, and will allow the introduction of
Infrastructure
Community Infrastructure Levy to fund significant elements. Urban
extensions, supported by the strategy of concentrating
development at the existing urban areas, provide greater on-site
provision than smaller sites, and the inclusion of appropriate
requirements in policies will lead to greater provision than under the
“no plan” evolution. Increased rural tourism and employment may
have some beneficial impact on local rural facilities through
increased local expenditure. The provision will increase through
the plan period.
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7.1.9

The assessment above indicates that, compared with the likely evolution of
the area without it, the plan’s strategy, policies and proposals will bring
forward a range of benefits, particularly in the long term as the plan is
implemented more fully. The one significant disadvantage compared with
the “no plan” evolution is the development of additional greenfield land within
Teignbridge, for both housing and employment provision. The disbenefits of
this, which amount to less that 1% of the planning authority area, are
outweighed by the considerable benefits from the homes and economic uses
provided. Compared with the reasonable alternatives the Local Plan also
performs better in terms of distribution and level of development, policies and
allocations.
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8

Non Technical Summary

8.1

Introduction

8.1.1

The Council is required to carry out a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and a
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the Teignbridge Local Plan
(also referred to as the Local Plan) as part of its preparation. These are
effectively carried out together, although they arise from different legal
requirements, the SA being a requirement of the Planning Act, the SEA
arising from a European Directive and associated Regulation. We refer to
that assessment jointly as the SA/SEA, or the environmental report.

8.1.2

SA/SEA exists to promote more sustainable development by ensuring an
ongoing assessment of the wide range of sustainability affects of decisions
during plan preparation. The Local Plan sets out the overall strategy of the
development of the area and specific proposals for development and the
provision of infrastructure.

8.1.3

This document is the ‘Non Technical Summary’ of the SA/SEA of the Local
Plan. It is intended to give a brief, easy to understand summary of the
process, analysis and assessment undertaken of the potential environmental
affect of the policies and proposals within the Local Plan.

8.1.4

This summary supersedes Section 1, pages 1 - 7 of the October 2012
SA/SEA report, which constituted the original non technical summary.

8.2

Background of the Local Plan SA/SEA appraisal to date

8.2.1

The Council prepared an environmental report for the SA/SEA of the
Teignbridge Local Plan 2013 - 2033 (the Local Plan) in October 2012, which
was provided as part of the pre-submission consultation of the Local Plan.
We refer to this assessment as the October 2012 report.

8.2.2

Prior to submission of the Local Plan, an Addendum Report to the SA/SEA
was produced in June 2013 to further explain certain aspects of the SA/SEA
process of the Local Plan. This included the development of Issues and
Alternative Options to the Preferred Options stage of the Local Plan, and the
evolution to the Proposed Submission stage. We refer to that assessment
as the June 2013 report.

8.2.3

The Inspector has now published draft Main Modifications to the Local Plan,
which he considers necessary to adopt the plan, and further SA/SEA work is
required on these before the Local Plan can be adopted. In addition, a
number of significant planning applications have been granted on appeal,
contrary to the policies of the emerging Local Plan and there was some
criticism of the SA/SEA (including the June 2013 report) at the Local Plan
hearings. Accordingly, the Council has agreed to prepare a Further
Addendum to the SA/SEA reports. We refer to this assessment as the
December 2013 report.
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8.2.4

8.2.5

To comply with the SEA Directive, the environmental report must include the
following:
1.

An outline of the contents and main objectives of the plan and the
relationship with other relevant plans

2.

The relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and the
likely evolution thereof without implementation of the plan

3.

The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly
affected

4.

Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan
including in particular those relating to any areas of particular
environmental performance

5.

The environmental protection objectives relevant to the plan and the
way those objectives and any environmental considerations have been
taken into account during its preparation

6.

The likely significant effects on the environment including on issues
such as biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water,
air, climatic factors, material assets, cultural heritage including
architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and
interrelationship between these, These should include secondary,
cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and long-term, permanent and
temporary, positive and negative effects.

7.

An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with and a
description of how the assessment was undertaken, including any
difficulties encountered in compiling the required information.

8.

A description of the measures for monitoring

9.

A non technical summary of the reports

This Non Technical Summary fulfills the final requirement and is structured to
follow the requirements of the SEA Directive. The summary includes
references to the location of the detailed appraisals within the three parts of
the environmental report for clarity and ease of cross reference.

SA Requirement 1
An outline of the contents and main objectives of the plan and the relationship
with other relevant plans
8.2.6

The Local Plan contains policies which seek to balance the social, economic
and environmental needs within the district. The policies will also guide
development and set requirements which guide planning applications and
decision makers. The Local Plan contains 44 development proposals for
housing (8,990 homes), employment (67 hectares of new employment land)
and retail (12,000sqm of new shopping space). The development proposals
are supported by policies which seek to protect important wildlife and
landscape areas, bring forward more accessible green spaces and deliver
infrastructure such as roads, schools and community buildings in line with
new housing. The Local Plan has an urban focus for development, locating
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new growth at the towns and on the edge of Exeter, while supporting growth
in rural areas that meet local need.
8.2.7

The contents of the Local Plan are outlined in pages 9 – 12 of the October
2012 Report, with the main objectives outlined in pages 8 – 9 of the same
report. The main objectives of the Local Plan are to increase economic
prosperity, improve personal wellbeing and maintain a quality environment.

8.2.8

Chapter 4 of the December 2013 report sets out the relationship of the Local
Plan with other relevant plans and programmes. The Local Plan has been
prepared with input and involvement of: statutory environmental
organisations including Natural England and the Environment Agency;
neighbouring Councils preparing their own long-term strategies; Devon
County Council in preparing their transport, waste and minerals plans; and
infrastructure providers such as South West Water in preparing their longterm investment plans. This continued dialogue during the 4 years of
preparing the Local Plan has ensured that it has taken account of other plans
and included policies to deal with any potential impacts. Examples include
strategies to mitigate the impact on the European protected sites at Dawlish
Warren, the Exe Estuary and greater horseshoe bat networks that run
between Chudleigh, Buckfastleigh and Berry Head at Brixham. Other
examples include support for sustainable transport links with Torbay, growth
at Exeter and growth at the towns of Buckfastleigh and Ashburton within the
Dartmoor National Park planning area.

8.2.9

There is no longer a regional plan, and there is no national plan, so the
national planning objectives are contained primarily within the National
Planning Policy Framework. A discussion of the role of the draft Regional
Spatial Strategy during the preparation of the Local Plan is contained within
the June 2013 report pages 3 – 6, specifically the initial identification of the
need to plan for growth at the edge of Exeter.

SA Requirement 2
The relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and the likely
evolution thereof without implementation of the plan
8.2.10 The October 2012 report pages 20 – 30 provides an overall description of the
area's economic, social and environmental baseline. This was
supplemented in the June 2013 report on pages 12 – 24 and 33 - 38 by
maps and descriptions indicating key environmental and other constraints in
context with preferred options and proposed submission development
proposals. In summary, the key aspects set out include:
Environmental baseline:
•

•

28 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) within the Plan area
covering 3,582 hectare and 11 SSSIs within Teignbridge that lie in the
Dartmoor National Park plan area
3 European Protected Sites: Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) at
Dawlish Warren and the South Hams SAC for greater horseshoe bats
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

at Chudleigh and Buckfastleigh; Special Protection Area at the Exe
Estuary, Exminster Marshes and Dawlish Warren
Coastal environment
Strategic nature areas at Bovey basin, Ashcombe, Haldon Hill, Teign
Valley and Denbury Down
Four air quality management areas
High levels of waste recycling (55%)
Nationally important reserves of ball clay
Strong landscape characteristics
2,200 listed buildings and structures
29 conservation areas
28 Scheduled Ancient Monuments
Renewable energy capacity of 7.4 megawatts
665 hectares of publicly accessible open space

Social baseline:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Forecast population of 158,600 by 2031, an increase of 26.5%
A quarter of the population over 65 years of age
1% of the population from black and minority ethnic groups
Net in-migration of predominantly over 45s and out-migration of
younger people
Life expectancy higher than national average
Significant proportion of households on low incomes
Low crime levels but high fear of crime
Low stock of social housing (10%) and low house building rate
40% of houses owned outright (no mortgage), higher than national
average
Low levels of public transport use, high level of car ownership

Economic baseline:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

District-wide lack of high quality jobs
Average earnings for those working in Teignbridge lower than regional
and national averages
High levels of out commuting
Retail, manufacturing and public services are the top employment
sectors of employment for residents
Despite location tourism is not a significant contributor to economy
Productivity below national average, but an enterprising economy with
businesses employing less than 50 people accounting for 97% of the
economy
Low vacancy rates in town centre shops

SA Requirement:
Evolution of the Area without implementation of the Local Plan
8.2.11 The likely evolution of the environment without the implementation of the
Local Plan has been termed the “no plan” evolution, or scenario, in the
environmental reports. A forecast of the likely evolution of the area without
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the plan was originally contained within the 2012 Report pages 30 – 33, but
this has been superseded by an updated description on pages 10 - 14 of the
December 2013 report.
8.2.12 The current adopted Development Plan is the Teignbridge Local Plan from
1996, but the proposals for development contained within it are largely
completed, so its direct influence on the pattern of development will be low.
It is assumed that the existing commitments for 4293 dwellings will be
completed during the plan period plus the easier to develop employment
commitments (those with limited infrastructure requirements, for instance).
8.2.13 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) contains the “presumption
in favour of sustainable development” and this is often expected to override
the policies of the Local Plan, particularly those restraint policies which may
otherwise prevent housing development.
8.2.14 A particular emphasis on the provision of housing is likely, given the lack of a
5 year supply within Teignbridge (confirmed in a recent Secretary of State
decision). Additional development will therefore come forward in an ad hoc
manner, on unallocated sites only.
8.2.15 Looking at the likely outcomes in more detail, the following analysis by
development sector is suggested.
8.2.16 Housing: Without the adoption of a Local Plan, there is not a 5 year supply
of land for new housing as required by the NPPF. Therefore the provision of
significant new areas for housing will be through planning applications on
undeveloped sites, considered in an ad hoc manner by the planning authority
or on appeal. Such sites are likely to be the easier ones to develop where
access and other infrastructure is available such as the small to medium
sized peripheral greenfield sites on the edge of towns and villages. For the
purposes of assessment it is assumed that the annual rate of development
will increase to about 500 dwellings per year.
8.2.17 Employment Growth: The provision of employment land will continue to be
at a low level, given the lack of allocations and the limited investment in
transport infrastructure from ad hoc new development. The consequence will
be limited employment growth and there will be significant outflow of
commuters to nearby urban areas such as Exeter, with negative impact on
climate change. The Teignbridge economy is likely to see significant
sectoral shifts, with reductions in manufacturing and agricultural employment
and growth in service industries. But with population growth continuing to
outstrip employment provision and the growth in the nearby economy of
Exeter, the trend towards increased out-commuting is expected to continue.
8.2.18 Retail: Town centre retail provision is confined to small units, with major
development limited to existing commitments. Further out of centre/out of
town sites do not appear to be likely in the foreseeable future, given recent
developments and commitments. This issue may arise again towards the
end of the period.
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8.2.19 Infrastructure: No major infrastructure provision is made, due to the inability
to introduce Community Infrastructure Levy, and the lack of an overall
strategy for its provision, but continued contributions to small scale
infrastructure will come forward from development and public finances. The
application of existing policies should continue to provide affordable housing,
public open space, education and other iterative infrastructure provision.
However, strategic infrastructure provision such as including relief roads,
public transport enhancements, new schools, strategic green infrastructure
and community space are likely to remain unprovided in this scenario without
a plan-led process.
SA Requirement 3
The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected
8.2.20 A summary of the environmental characteristics likely to be affected are
included in section 2 of this report, with a more detailed description set out in
pages 20-26 of the October 2012 report and pages 12-24 and 33-38 of the
June 2013 report. The role of the Local Plan is to ensure that the impacts
can be mitigated, with policy criteria setting out the required measures for
mitigation. A hierarchical approach was taken for environmental impacts of:
avoid; mitigate; off-set. Development was not proposed where the impact
could not be dealt with through this hierarchy.
SA Requirement 4.
Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan including
in particular those relating to any areas of particular environmental
performance
8.2.21 The key sustainability issues are summarised on page 34 of the October
2012 Report and repeated below for ease of reference:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Measures to mitigate and adapt to Climate change, particularly flooding
The level of services and employment in smaller communities
Low use of public transport, walking and cycling and increasing car use
Impact on existing biodiversity, particularly protected European sites
and possible future reductions
The need to reduce out-commuting and providing significantly greater
local job opportunities
The need for infrastructure meeting the needs of providers and
communities
Town centres and their enhancement
Supporting more sustainable transport modes and other measures to
reduce carbon emissions
Meeting the need for housing including significant affordable housing
requirements
Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and heritage assets including
international wildlife sites
Improvements to air quality
Involvement of local communities in decision making

Chapter 8: Non Technical Summary

p185

•

•

Helping to reduce deprivation, including housing, employment, income
and other forms of deprivation, particularly in the areas of multiple
deprivation within Newton Abbot and Teignmouth.
Considering the needs of people as they reach different stages of their
lives; young, working age and retired, taking account of likely
demographic changes.

8.2.22 The preparation of the Local Plan included the assessment of evidence in
relation to these factors and an appraisal of ways in which they can be
addressed. The environmental reports contain the detailed analysis that was
undertaken to consider alternatives before deciding on the preferred
approach set out in the Local Plan.
SA Requirement 5
The environmental protection objectives relevant to the plan and the way those
objectives and any environmental considerations have been taken into
account during its preparation
8.2.23 The sustainability objectives against which the Local Plan has been
assessed are as follows:
Sustainability Objective

Factors

A Natural Environment

•

To protect, conserve and enhance the area’s
natural environment

•
•
•

B Built Environment

•

To preserve and improve the areas built
environment and heritage assets

•
•
•
•
•

C Climate Change

•

To mitigate and adapt to possible effects of
climate change

•

To minimise the loss or degradation of finite
natural resources.
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Design and build quality of new
development
Cultural heritage
Archaeology – SAMs
Conservation areas and design
Townscape/regeneration
Gateways and public art

•
•
•
•

Provision of open space in urban
environments
Reducing the need to travel (carbon
savings)
Reduce flood risk and the threat to people
and property
Cycle and walking provision to support
reductions in car travel.
Promote the usage of renewable sources of
energy and support energy efficiency.

•
•
•
•
•

Soils quality and supply
Water quality and its future supply
Minimise waste (reuse, recycle, recover)
Loss of quality agricultural land
Sterilisation of mineral resources

•

D Resource Use

Natural habitats and biodiversity; flora and
fauna
Wildlife and Species (dormice, bats etc)
Natural Landscape character
Coastal development
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E Jobs and Local Economy To foster an
entrepreneurial economy with improved
productivity, providing a strong employment
offer.

•

F Town Centres

•

To strengthen and safeguard the vitality and
viability of our town centres

•

•
•
•
•
•

Economic generating uses (including
housing and population growth)
Productivity – access to labour supply
Employment offer – more business space
Tourism/commercial cultural and leisure
provision
Skills training

•

Strengthen and safeguard the vitality and
viability of town centres
Relationship between new development
and
Town centres

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Supply of housing
Housing mix
Efficiency of housing
Access to services
Balanced places providing access to an
appropriate mix of services and facilities.
Housing affordability

H Health & Wellbeing

•

To support healthy lifestyles and a healthy
local living environment

•
•

Safe and secure environment with a
reduced fear of crime
Access to open space and recreation
Limit air, noise and light pollution to levels
that do not damage human health or
natural systems
Active forms of transport ensuring
integration of public transport, walking and
cycling
opportunities
Air Quality
Fear of crime.
Public recreational and leisure
opportunities
Social Deprivation

G Housing
To provide and maintain a sufficient supply
of good quality, mixed housing, including an
appropriate level of affordable housing

•

•
•
•
•
•
I Infrastructure
To ensure sustainably balanced places are
created or maintained providing access to an
appropriate mix of services and facilities.

•
•
•
•

Green infrastructure
Roads and transport
Area-wide services (schools, health care,
etc)
Community centres

8.2.24 The environmental report assessed the impacts of the ‘no plan’ evolution
against the 9 sustainability objectives:
A) Natural Environment
8.2.25 Gradual reduction in biodiversity in the wider countryside, arising from lack of
management and climate change. Potential for more significant biodiversity
impacts from the lack of plan-backed mitigation strategy for the European
wildlife sites and the possible cumulative impact of inappropriately located or
designed development. Significant change on the medium term adjoining
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settlements (both town and village), arising from peripheral Greenfield sites
coming forward in an ad-hoc manner, partially mitigated by the 1996 Local
Plan and NPPF policies on design, landscaping and other planning
requirements. Limited change in appearance within the wider countryside.
Limited change in water quality. Continued development of brownfield land
within settlements, but possibly reducing proportions in the medium to long
term as peripheral Greenfield developments come forward to meet strategic
targets.
B) Built Environment
8.2.26 Quality of Listed Buildings and Scheduled Monuments will remain protected,
but Conservation Areas and undesignated areas will gradually lose some
aspects of character through small scale changes. There may be some
investment in town centre enhancements, although with relatively limited
resources.
C) Climate Change
8.2.27 Little improvement to public transport services, particularly in rural areas, and
a continued rise in car use for all journey types and distances. Longer
distances travelled, with more commuting out of the District. Continued
increase in carbon dioxide emissions from activities in Teignbridge,
contributing to a continued warming of the global climate. Local climatic
changes become obvious, and indeed are likely to speed up. Increased
flooding risk along the main rivers. Limited development in functional
floodplain as a result of the application of national policies.
D) Resources
8.2.28 Continued worsening of air quality in urban areas arising from continued
traffic growth and lack of major infrastructure. Gradual increase in recycling
rates, depending largely on public sector investment in collection methods.
Development of Greenfield land for housing will continue, primarily land in
agricultural use. There is unlikely to be development of key minerals such
as Ball Clay since their protection is covered in the separate Minerals Plan
produced by Devon County Council.
E) Economy and Jobs
8.2.29 Continued growth in small businesses particularly working from home,
subject to recovery in the economy. Limited economic development land
being developed. Rural areas likely to continue current limited pace of
economic growth. Lack of available land and the higher value of land for
residential development will severely limit economic development in the
towns. Main growth areas will be outside the district, particular Exeter.
Economic restructuring will reduce the availability of manufacturing,
agricultural and associated employment, and there will be limited growth
within other sectors. However, with the availability of jobs in nearby urban
areas, unemployment will remain low.
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F) Town Centres
8.2.30 It is likely that there will be limited additional retail investment in the town
centres, but large scale retail seems unlikely beyond existing commitments.
There may be some investment in town centre enhancements, although with
relatively limited resources.
G) Housing
8.2.31 The provision of new housing will disperse somewhat to the villages,
reflecting the higher land values to be achieved in those settlements, but
sites will continue to come forward adjoining the towns. Affordable housing
will continue to be provided within the towns, but the size of sites in the
villages will be too small to meet the current policy requirements. There may
be a reduction in the development of small scale rural exceptions sites due to
the hope value associated with market housing. The overall provision of
housing will rise towards the assessed level of need, as a result of the
national policy on a 5 year land supply, subject to market forces and the
potential need for developers to achieve permissions via appeal.
H) Health
8.2.32 Health is likely to remain reasonable, but a continued issue with housing
affordability and lack of local employment will work to bring about some
health concerns, particularly for deprived communities or people on lower
income. Limited strategic investment in active transport (cycling and
walking) will discourage active lifestyles, and lead to some worsening of
health.
I) Infrastructure
8.2.33 New small scale public open space provided in a number of developments,
but not in any strategic, interconnected fashion, and continued investment in
improvement of existing public open space. Limited additional sports pitches
or other large scale public open space/green infrastructure. No increase or
possibly reduction in public transport provision, particularly in rural areas.
Continued decline in other rural services.
8.2.34 Policies were tested against the 9 objectives and in comparison to the ‘no
plan’ evolution in the pro-forma appraisals of the policies and strategies set
out within the October 2012 (pages 44-45 and Appendices 1, 2 and 3) and
December 2013 (pages 99-100 and 170-179).
SA Requirement 6
The likely significant effects on the environment including on issues such as
biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
factors, material assets, cultural heritage including architectural and
archaeological heritage, landscape and interrelationship between these. These
should include secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and longterm, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects.
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8.2.35 Secondary effects are not a direct result of the plan, but occur away from the
original effect or as a result of complex pathway. An example of a secondary
effect is the provision of additional homes in an area improving housing
affordability, with beneficial secondary impacts on the health of some of the
population.
8.2.36 Cumulative effects arise due to the combined impacts of different policies or
proposals, each of which may have a limited impact but together provide for
a more significant additive impact.
8.2.37 Synergistic effects interact to produce a greater then cumulative effect
arising from the combination of impacts.
8.2.38 The term ‘interactive effects’ is used to cover all of these in the
environmental report. The Local Plan has been appraised against a ‘no
change’ background, since that is not a feasible outcome of having no Local
Plan in place. Instead it is being appraised against the ‘no plan’ scenario
described above.
8.2.39 A Habitat Regulations Assessment of the Local Plan was carried out to
understand the environmental impacts of the plan. The submitted Local Plan,
including minor modifications, ensures that the impacts are fully mitigated.
8.2.40 Chapter 5 of the December 2013 report sets out a detailed analysis of the
interactive effects and Chapter 7 of the same report sets out the short,
medium and long-term effects. The pro-forma appraisals of the policies and
strategies set out within the October 2012 (pages 44-45 and Appendices 1, 2
and 3) and December 2013 (pages 99-100 and 170-179) reports include
clear assessments of the positive and negative effects of the Local Plan.
8.2.41 The appraisal of the strategic and general policies is contained within the
October 2012 Report Appendix 1 (pages 48 – 120) which sets out likely
positive and negative effects against each of the sustainability objectives. A
further explanation of the secondary, cumulative and synergistic impacts of
these policies is contained within chapter 5 of the December 2013 report.
Unless otherwise noted the impacts are likely to be sufficiently long term to
be considered permanent. Where there appear to be reasonable
alternatives, these are compared with the approach in the Local Plan. In
particular, the policy approaches contained within the Preferred Options
version of the plan are also appraised and, where necessary, comparisons
made.
8.2.42 The appraisals of the allocations (development proposals) are contained
within the October 2012 report, Appendix 3, setting out likely positive and
negative effects. Relevant secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects are
described in chapter 5 of the December 2013 report. Appendix 2 of the
October 2012 report contains appraisals of all the reasonable alternative
development sites considered during the preparation of the Local Plan.
Strategic and general policies
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8.2.43 The proposed submission Local Plan contains a number of policies and
proposals which set out the strategy of the plan or criteria for considering
development proposals, and are not site-specific development proposals.
Their inclusion arose from the assessment of sustainability context and in
particular the guidance contained in the National Planning Policy Framework.
A number of issues and potential options were raised in the Issues and
Options Report which preceded the preferred options. The preferred options
policies have been assessed against the 9 sustainability criteria compared
with the option of not having the policy in the plan (which equates to the ‘no
plan’ evolution, described later in this chapter). The assessments are
contained within Appendix 1 of the October 2012 report.
8.2.44 These appraisals, together with the consultation responses received to the
preferred options and revisions to the draft proposed submission document
following consideration by elected members have been used to define and
alter the policies to improve their overall sustainability impact. The
appraisals of the published policies are set out in Appendix 3 of the October
2012 report. A discussion of the reasons for including the policies is
contained within chapter 5 of the December 2013 report. Further changes to
a small number of these policies have been proposed by the Planning
Inspector in his proposed modifications. These are of a detailed nature with
limited sustainability impact and therefore no changes to the appraisals
contained within the October 2012 report are required.
Site Allocation Policies
8.2.45 The appraisal of the strategic options is contained within pages 35 – 40 of
the October 2012 report. This has been updated by the contents of pages
56 – 74 of this report. These pages include an appraisal of the reasonable
alternatives.
8.2.46 The potential sites considered for allocation in the Local Plan were all sites
considered to be available, achievable and strategically suitable for
allocation. The total list of sites assessed therefore consisted of sites
allocated in the preferred options, sites promoted through the 2012
consultation together with any other sites which were considered achievable
within the 2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, provided
they were located within or near a defined settlement. It is not possible to
predict specifically which sites will be developed in the “no plan” evolution,
and therefore it was not possible to assess the sites strictly against that
scenario. Instead, were all assessed by comparing the likely impact of
development against the current impact of the undeveloped site. Thus, each
site was assessed against a similar benchmark, allowing comparable results.
This different approach for site-specific appraisals should be borne in mind
when seeking to compare such appraisals with the appraisal of the impact of
the Local Plan as a whole.
8.2.47 In the case of the potential sites, the timing of development has been
assessed using the outcomes of the SHLAA 2009 report or the phasing
policies/assumptions in the Local Plan where they are relevant. The
assessment further considered potential improvement/mitigation measures
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for each site, in order to ensure that the least harmful/most positive impact
was considered. These individual appraisals supported choices about which
sites should be included in the Local Plan, and are included in Appendix 2 of
the October 2012 Report.
8.2.48 The sites allocated in the Local Plan are assessed within Appendix 3 of the
October 2012 report, with the reasons for their inclusion contained within the
discussion in chapter 5 of the December 2013 report. These discussions
take account of the modifications proposed by the Inspector.
8.2.49 Each of the strategic elements, general policies and development proposals
have been compared with a range of reasonable alternatives which are
assessed using the same general approach (i.e. by comparing against the
“no plan” evolution using the sustainability objectives set out above). By
comparing these assessments, and taking account of the results plus any
other material issues, a decision can be taken as to which option is included
within the Local Plan. This discussion is set out in the Chapter 5 of the
December 2013 report.
8.2.50 The potential for cumulative and synergistic effects in combination with other
plans and programmes is described in chapter 4 of the December 2013
report.
8.2.51 Once the decisions about which of the appraised options are within the Local
Plan, it is possible to consider the interactive (secondary, cumulative and
synergistic) effects of the policies and proposals as a whole. Taking account
of these interactions the report sets out the overall impact of the Local Plan
as a whole, when compared against the evolution of the “no plan” scenario.
This is in Chapter 7 of the December 2013 report.
8.2.52 The impact of cumulative, secondary and synergistic effects, mitigation
policies and the likely timescale associated with impacts are allowed for and
explained on the following pages. Against each of the sustainability
objectives, there is a forecast of the impact of the plan in the short (up to 5
years), medium (6 – 10 years) and long (over 10 years) terms with an
explanation of the key policy and development drivers. The forecast is a
comparison against the likely evolution of the area without the
implementation of the plan (i.e. the “no plan” evolution as described in pages
10 - 14 of the December 2013 report.
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

M

L

A Natural
Environment

The overall level of development is higher than the ‘no plan’
evolution with approximately 150 hectares of additional
greenfield land developed. However, the process of
preparing the Local Plan has involved careful choices of sites
to minimise environmental impact (taking account of other
plan and sustainability objectives such as travel
minimisation), generally avoiding the most sensitive areas
and avoiding damage to the most protected areas/sites. The
allocations and the policies contain specific and general
requirements to protect and enhance biodiversity and the
natural environment. By comparison, without a plan there
would be ad hoc release of sites depending on which
planning applications were made, and no comparative
choices made. In particular, a much higher level of
development in the villages would have a comparatively
higher impact. It would also be more difficult to ensure that
appropriate mitigation was included.

0

0

0

The development proposals as a whole have the potential to
impact on European sites in combination, however the
mitigation policies and specific site requirements
incorporated into the plan will ensure that harm to the sites is
prevented (see the Habitat Regulations Assessment
documentation). It is possible that the “no plan” evolution
will, by contrast, lead to in-combination effects that it is
difficult to manage on an ad-hoc development basis without
the use of Community Infrastructure Levy. The
implementation of the green infrastructure strategies, allow
for biodiversity benefits from a strategic approach.
Accordingly, even with higher levels of development it is
considered that the overall impact on the natural environment
is no greater under the plan proposals. With the priority
given to the protection of European sites, the early provision
of mitigation measures should ensure that there is no short
term impact from development. The landscape mitigation on
edge of town sites may take a few years to start to become
effective. However, this is a continuous process across the
district, with sites coming forward throughout the plan period,
and therefore there is unlikely to be significant variations in
the short, medium or long term impact. The provision of a
strategic network of green infrastructure is likely to be a
longer term project building through the plan period.
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

M

L

B Built
Environment

The policies of the Local Plan ensure that high quality
development occurs, and this combines with the proposals
for enhancing town centres (including the development of
underused town centre sites) will act to bring about
significant improvements in these key heritage areas. The
villages, the other key areas for heritage, will remain broadly
unchanged through the plan period (whereas, under the no
plan evolution, there would be likely to be considerable
development in these sensitive locations). The major
development areas will be subject to masterplanning and all
development will be required to have high quality design and
layout. The provision of community infrastructure levy may
provide significant resources towards town centre
enhancements (including those available to town councils).
Cumulatively, therefore, a significant built environment
benefit is forecast. The benefits to the built environment are
forecast to build up through the plan period, as
enhancements are implemented and high quality
developments come forward. This is particularly so
compared with the “no plan” evolution which is forecast to
bring about an increasing level of development at the
heritage- sensitive villages. The benefits of the Local Plan in
the long term have been increased compared with the
October 2012 commentary, to reflect the additional work
undertaken on the “no plan” evolution and the strengths and
weaknesses of the alternative distribution strategies in
chapter 5 of this report.

0

+1

+2
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

C Climate
Change

Compared with the implications of the no plan evolution, with
its dispersal of development to the villages, the concentration
of development at the towns and on the edge of Exeter will
lead to significant reduction in travel. This impact will be
enhanced interactively with better town centres to reduce
outflow of expenditure to higher order settlements outside the
district, improved provision of public transport and cycling
and increases in local employment provision in and around
the main towns. The inclusion of a mix of uses in the major
sites will support this overall strategy, and the requirement for
major developments to prepare and implement carbon
reduction plans will add to the potential for climate change
mitigation. Significant reductions in carbon emissions will
therefore result. This will, of course, only work if it acts in
concert with a similar global effort in accordance with various
international treaties and agreements. Increases in tourism
may involve greater travel to the area, but this will likely be at
a relatively low level, and therefore balance against the
increased employment and reduced need for out-commuting.
Overall, a positive benefit is forecast. There will be only
limited impact in the short term, as during this time
development will mainly be from already permitted
development. The allocations generally avoid areas of
floodplain, but it is likely that these will also be avoided
without the plan, as a result of strong national policies. The
plan will show more significant impacts in the medium to long
term, as development increasingly diverges from the “no
plan” evolution.

+1 +2

+2

D Resource
Use

The Local Plan allocates about 150 hectares of additional
greenfield land for housing and employment compared with
the ‘no plan’ evolution forecast. The impact of this additional
land will increase through the plan period. This level of
greenfield development is difficult to avoid without significant
increases in building density with an impact on design and
biodiversity, if the objectively assessed needs of the area are
to be met. No comparative impact on water, waste and
mineral sterilisation. The negative impacts in the longer term
have been increased compared with the assessment in the
October 2012 report, to reflect the improved understanding of
the ‘no plan’ scenario described in pages 10-14 of the
December 2013 report.

-1

-2
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

E Jobs and
Local
Economy

The strategy provides for significant increases in economic
activity within the district, from a number of sectors. The
development of the employment allocations, outstripping
considerably the likely development rates under the no plan
evolution, would bring forward considerable employment (up
to 6000 additional jobs). Enhanced town centres, including
specific allocations at Newton Abbot, would be expected to
bring forward additional jobs, and act to encourage the
expansion of other town centre businesses as a secondary
effect, working cumulatively with the retail policies of the
Local Plan. The infrastructure investment (particularly in
transport) would enhance the economic competitiveness of
the area, therefore making the development of the allocated
sites more likely, and also bringing forward increased
business growth in other locations. The allocation of
sufficient housing to meet the needs of the area will both
create jobs directly during construction (a temporary effect on
a particular site, but lasting throughout the plan period
cumulatively) but will also improve housing costs and
therefore have economic benefits for attracting workforce for
local employers, and also for increasing the potential for local
expenditure by householders. The economic impact overall
is very significant, and increasing over the plan period. With
similar strategies in other nearby districts, the cumulative
effects for Devon as a whole should be very strong.

+1 +2

+3

F Town
Centres

The plan contains proposals for development and
enhancements at the town centres, which would bring about
significant improvements. Improvements to public transport
in Newton Abbot and Dawlish should support these
enhancements by making access to these town centres
easier for nearby populations. Some of these enhancements
may occur under the ‘no plan’ evolution, although with
reduced certainty through lack of a Local Plan allocation
and/or reduced funding as a result of Community
Infrastructure Levy not being possible under that scenario.
Some of the enhancements are likely in the short/medium
term, with more significant improvements taking longer to
come about.

+1 +1

+2
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

G Housing

The Local Plan proposals would provide about 2,400
additional dwellings over the plan period (120 per year on
average) compared with the expected supply in the absence
of the plan. This additional supply would act, particularly
interactively with other authorities’ increased supply in the
Exeter Housing Market Area, to improve affordability and
therefore access to housing for a large number of additional
households. This effect would work cumulatively with the
increased household income arising from local economic
growth in terms of access to housing finance. The
introduction of Community Infrastructure Levy may act to
reduce affordable housing proportions, but this is balanced
by the overall increase in supply. The impact would be felt to
some extent in the short term, but this impact would increase
as the plan proposals were implemented. The benefits have
been increased compared with the October 2012 report, to
reflect improved understanding of the ‘no plan’ scenario
described in pages 10-14 of the December 2013report.

+1 +2

+2

H Health and
Wellbeing

The provision of additional cycle and pedestrian routes
should act cumulatively with the concentration of
development adjoining the main settlements to encourage
modal shift from car use to cycling and walking for leisure,
shopping and commuting purposes. This should act to
improve physical activity and therefore, as a secondary
effect, improve local health. Greater housing affordability
and improved access to jobs without the need to commute
will also act as an accumulation of secondary effects to
enhance local health and wellbeing. A further secondary
impact arises if climate change mitigation is successful
(which will require cumulative action with other local
authorities and countries) in terms of health benefits.
Overall, the impact on local health and wellbeing should be
positive. Given the slight delay in provision of homes and
jobs, and associated infrastructure, and the time taken to
change travel habits, it is expected that these benefits would
arise in the medium to long term.

0

+1
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Overall Local Plan Impact compared with the evolution of the area
without the implementation of the plan.

Timescale

Objective

Comments and explanation

S

I Infrastructure

The plan brings forward significant investment in transport,
social, green and other infrastructure, and will allow the
introduction of Community Infrastructure Levy to fund
significant elements. Urban extensions, supported by the
strategy of concentrating development at the existing urban
areas, provide greater on-site provision than smaller sites,
and the inclusion of appropriate requirements in policies will
lead to greater provision than under the “no plan” evolution.
Increased rural tourism and employment may have some
beneficial impact on local rural facilities through increased
local expenditure. The provision will increase through the
plan period.

+1 +1
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7. An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with and a
description of how the assessment was undertaken, including any difficulties
encountered in compiling the required information.
8.2.53 A full explanation of the reasons for selecting the reasonable alternatives
considered is contained within pages 17 - 39 of the December 2013 report.
The main areas covered included the appropriate level of evidence based
need to plan for new homes, jobs and shops, including how much and
where.
8.2.54 The assessment of the overall impact of the Local Plan is built up from a
number of considerations, as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Key elements of the overall strategy;
Housing growth
Employment growth
Distribution of development
Strategic policies
General policies contained within the plan;
Development proposals (allocations) contained within the plan; and
Interactive (secondary, cumulative and synergistic) effects of the above.

8.2.55 For each assessment, the sustainability criteria are assessed using a scale,
ranging from +3 to -3, and allowing for an indication of uncertainty. It should
be noted that these are not numbers to be summed, but represent
descriptors of the forecast impacts of the policy against each sustainability
objective, using the following scale:
•

+3

•

+2

•

+1

•

0

•

-1

•

-2

•

-3

•

?

have a significant and overriding positive impact in contributing
towards the achievement of the objective
have a major net positive impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
have a minor net positive impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
have no positive or negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective – or – have some positive and some
negative impacts thus the overall balance is neutral
have a minor net negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
have a major net negative impact in contributing towards the
achievement of the objective
have a significant and overriding negative impact in contributing
towards the achievement of the objective
it is not possible to predict the impact of the proposal on
achievement of the objective or the impact indicated has a high
degree of uncertainty

8.2.56 Each of these descriptors represents a range of potential impacts, and
therefore if two proposals both have the same indicator, there may still be a
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disparity of impact between the two, although this may not be a large
difference.
8.2.57 The assessments take account of interactive effects and the impact of
mitigation strategies which are or could be associated with a policy or
allocation. These factors are taken into account when considering the most
appropriate approach to include within the Local Plan. This work is brought
together in Chapter 5 of this report.
8.2.58 A description of any difficulties encountered in making the assessments is
contained within pages 167-168 of the December report. This included:
limited data availability, particularly for wildlife and species; updates to
evidence such as housing need; new national guidance produced during
plan preparation such as the National Planning Policy Framework; uncertain
impacts from developments outside the scope of the plan, such as the South
Devon Link Road; limited spatial scale of data, such as some information
only being available at a district wide level which includes part of Dartmoor
National Park.
8. A description of the measures for monitoring
8.2.59 To ensure the impact of development is monitored a series of indicators have
been identified linked to the 9 sustainability objectives as set out on page x of
this report. The indicators are set out on page 47 of the October 2012 report,
including the organisation responsible for collecting relevant statistical
information, monitoring changes and considering intervention if the impact is
shown to be negative.
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9

Appendix A - Update Assessment Proforma

9.1

New Omission Sites from publication stage

9.1.1

At publication stage a number of sites were submitted as Omission Sites.
These sites are described in the Omission Sites information provided to the
Planning Inspector for the Local Plan hearings
(http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=38233&p=0) Most of
these sites had been assessed through plan preparation including through
SHLAA and formal SEA and the following table outlines those
Table 16 – Omission Site Assessment reference

Omission Site

W of NA1, Newton Abbot

SEA Assessment
reference
page numbers
refer to Oct 2012
report
p179

p121

Seale Hayne, Newton Abbot

p179

Forches Cross, Newton Abbot

p121

Milber/Long Lane, Newton Abbot

p127

Extended Bradley Barton Site

p169

Land at Berry Knowles for housing

p166

Land at Conitor Copse, Ogwell

p171

West Golds Kingsteignton

p183

Top of Penns Mount

p140

p272

Fluder Hill and Mount Pleasant Road, Kingskerswell

p143

Land at Greenhill Road, Kingskerswell

p189

Trood Lane Heavitree Brewery Site

p 144

p278

Peamore Employment Expansion, SW Exeter

p194

South of Shutterton Lane, Dawlish

p146

Southdowns Road, Dawlish

p194

Land east of Higher Woodway Road, Teignmouth

p204

Reinstate TE1, Teignmouth

p152

Re-instating TE2 Shepherds Lane

p153

Re-instate Bradley Bends allocation (BT2)

p 157

Meadow Park Dawlish

p148

Atwells Farm, Exwick, Exeter

p191
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Sites not selected for assessment
6 Newton Road, Kingskerswell

.06ha site adjacent to KK1. Below threshold for
reasonable assessment.

Parcel west of Indio House

.38 ha site promoted for two dwellings; below
threshold for reasonable assessment.

Land at Higher Sandygate,
Kingsteignton

Part of area is in SHLAA site 010222. SHLAA site
was discounted due to being in flood plain. No
further assessment via SEA process.

Land at Aller, Kingkerswell

Site reviewed as SHLAA 010306 and discounted
due to being in flood plain. No further assessment
via SEA process.

Land at Aller (South Site),
Kingskerswell

Site reviewed as SHLAA 010318 and discounted
due to being in flood plain. No further assessment
via SEA process.

Holcombe Down Road, Breakneck
Hill, Teignmouth

Remote from settlement and under threshold for
reasonable assessment

West of Marlborough Terrace

Site ruled out due to restrictive covenant and no
availability confirmation from owner.

The following sites are outside of major settlement area and ruled out following
strategic distribution policy assessment. Where specific assessment was carried at
during preferred options stage, the reference to the October 2012 report is provided
Land south west of Abbotskerswell, Abbotskerswell
The Old Cider Works, Abbotskerswell p177
Land south east of Abbotskerswell, Abbotskerswell
Bickington Manor, Bickington
Land at Forder Cross, Bishopsteignton p197
Land at rear of Ashwick Court, Broadhempston
Land at Heather Cottage, Chudleigh Knighton
Rock Cottage, Cockwood
Ilford Park, Drumbridges
Land at Milbury Barton, Exminster
Hillcrest, Exminster
Land at Totnes Road, Ipplepen
Land at Lamacroft, Kennford p192
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9.2

Appendix B - Post-submission Omission Site Proforma

Land at Perry Farm: The area is allocated in the submission Local Plan for Green
Infrastructure associated with NA1. The following assessment is specific to this 2 ha
site and does imply modifications to the overall assessment of the full NA1 area.
Score (+3
to -3)

Factor

Comments

A Natural
Environment

The site forms part of the strategic Green Infrastructure
corridor associated with development west of Newton Abbot.
This area has been identified for enhancement for Greater
Horseshoe Bat strategic flyways and other multifunctional
uses. In addition to the loss of green space, the impact on
this protected species implies a significant negative impact.
If this site were developed the width of the strategic flyway
would be reduced to 40 metres in this area which is not
likely to be sufficient. There may be potential to mitigate
against the impact on the Greater Horseshoe Bats
associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for
very negative impacts.

-3?

This site is farmland located adjacent to proposed
development west of the Forches Cross employment area.
Development as part of an extended NA1 will be neutral in
net impact.
There is the potential for the area to have archaeology
interests; therefore appropriate investigation will be required.

0

The site is located in Flood Zone 1 with little or no risk of
flooding however steep topography on part of the site will
require design mitigation to cope with potential heavy
rainfall.
The site is well located to future employment and some
community services (at NA1). Low carbon transport can be
designed in as part of the NA1 access strategy to mitigate
carbon arising from travel.
Considering mitigation above the net effects are largely
neutral.

0

Greenfield site in agricultural use. The site is outside the
Ball Clay Geology area but within the Minerals consultation
zone.

-1

E Jobs and Local
Economy

New housing will generate short term employment during
build-out. New households will generate economic activity
including supporting local shops and businesses.

+1

F Town Centres

Potential for additional expenditure to the village centre from
new residents.

+1

G Housing

Could meet a proportion of the housing need, however due
to tree, hedgerow and slope constraints this site will not yield
a large number of dwellings (very small benefit).

+1

Provision of housing can bring health benefits.

0

B Built
Environment

C Climate
Change

D Resource Use

H Health
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The site is within the buffer zone for the mineral working at
Ringslade pit which has implications for health. These
workings are not permanent, but as they will impact for
around a decade they are more significant than temporary
impacts.
I Infrastructure

Conclusion

Limited infrastructure requirements or impacts (due to small
number of dwellings). Significant negative impact on green
infrastructure addressed under A above.

0

A small site identified as Green Infrastructure within the
proposed NA1 allocation. Significant negative impact on
ability to deliver Greater Horseshoe Bats strategic corridor is
not outweighed by the potential to deliver a modest number
of additional dwellings.

Additional land at Decoy northern part of area identified as SHLAA 010131. Site
allocated as Green Infrastructure in KK4 – Aller Valley Park and Trail.
Score (+3
to -3)

Factor

Comments

A Natural
Environment

Site part of designation for Aller Valley country park (KK4)
The site is in the identified Greater Horseshoe Bat corridor.
Prominent agricultural mound visible from the surrounding
area.
Agricultural land with few trees/hedgerows and limited
biodiversity impact, however the site is in the Greater
Crested Newt Consultation area.
Completion of the South Devon Link Road there may result
in changes to the biodiversity of the area in the longer term
however these synergistic effects are uncertain.

-2

This is a prominent site dominated by views to and from the
Buckland, Aller and Milber suburban estates and the major
transport corridors. High quality development may provide
an opportunity to create a gateway landmark.
The site is visible from the Grade II listed Church of St Luke
in Milber, however the site is not significant in the setting of
this chuch.

0

Being extremely well-located for access to public transport
hubs and services development here would minimise the
need to travel.
A small part of the lower SE area of the site is in Flood Zone
3.

+1

D Resource Use

Greenfield site in agricultural use.

-1

E Jobs and Local
Economy

New housing will generate short term employment during
build-out. New households will generate economic activity
including supporting local shops and businesses.

+1

F Town Centres

Potential for additional expenditure to the village centre from
new residents.

+1

G Housing

Could meet a very small proportion of the housing need,

+1

B Built
Environment

C Climate
Change
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H Health

Provision of housing can bring health benefits.

0

I Infrastructure

Limited infrastructure requirements or impacts (due to small
number of dwellings) and well-located site.

0

Conclusion

A small site identified as Green Infrastructure within the proposed KK4
policy and allocation. As such may have significant negative impact on
ability to deliver strategic corridor for Greater Horseshoe Bats and
potentially public open space (via country park designation). On balance
the negative impacts on the bat corridors is not outweighed by addition of
a small amount of housing, albeit well-located housing..

Indio House, Increase area expanding size of the existing BT2A allocation at Indio
House to allow for 120-150 homes.
Factor

Comments

A Natural
Environment

Biodiversity: Within the greater horseshoe bats sustenance
zone and there are greater horseshoe bat wide-movement
corridors adjacent to the north eastern boundary of the site.

B Built
Environment

C Climate
Change

D Resource Use

Very significant specimen and mature trees on the site.
Indio House is a grade II listed building located within the
site boundaries. The house is integral to the site which
features parkland and a drive with significant heritage
appeal.
Whilst there have been sympathetic conversions of buildings
on the grounds of Indio House to a few residences the
design and landscaping required to mitigate new
development may impact capacity to deliver meaningful
numbers of new dwellings.

Score (+3
to -3)

-2

-2

The site is very well located in respect to Bovey Tracey
town centre, with an existing footpath linking into the town
centre. It is therefore reasonable to expect that most people
could walk and cycle from this site.
Loss of greenfield site.

+1

-1

E Jobs and Local
Economy

New housing will generate short term employment during
build-out. New households will generate economic activity
including supporting local shops and businesses.

+1

F Town Centres

New residents, being well-located to the town centre are
likely to help to support the viability of the town centre.

+1

G Housing

Development could contribute to housing provision for the
area, including affordable housing.
Housing can bring health benefits.
Being well-positioned for walking and cycling to the town
centre and services supports health objectives

H Health

I Infrastructure

Appendices

A small number of additional homes will not introduce
significant new infrastructure requirements, nor will it bring
about significant new infrastructure.

+1

+1

0
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Conclusion

Whilst similar to the assessment for BT2A, this larger site
raises serious concerns about the impact on the natural
environment and built environment. The former due to loss
of trees and the dark corridor running down toward the River
Bovey, and the latter due to impacts on Indio House and the
surrounding estate.

Land at B3344 Chudleigh - Extension to CH1 Rocklands
Factor

Comments

A Natural
Environment

Bat survey work has identified important bat flyways in this
location. Survey work in 2011 identified an established flight
line crossing the site from the south east corner to the north
west corner.

B Built
Environment

This site appears not to have been intensively managed (as
with the rest of CH1) and in-combination with the protected
bank adjacent contributes to biodiversity. Development of
this area would have a net significant negative impact
however it could be considered for integration with the GI
strategy for CH1 and other mitigation would be required.
The site is screened from the A38 by a bank of trees,
however it is visible from several viewpoints and would
require sensitive treatment.

Score (+3
to -3)

-1/-2

0

C Climate
Change

Whilst there are opportunities for sustainable travel using
local bus services, this site is farther away from the town
centre than the rest of CH1.

0

D Resource Use

Loss of greenfield land.

-1

E Jobs and Local
Economy

No specific proposals for employment land on this area.
New housing will have a positive impact on economic
activity both during construction and occupation,

+1

F Town Centres

Potential for additional expenditure to the town centre
from new residents.

+1

G Housing

Development could contribute as small amount of additional
housing for the area, including affordable housing.

+1

H Health

Housing can bring health benefits.
Noise from the A38 may impact on residents in this area and
significant noise mitigation would be required.

0

A small number of additional homes will not introduce
significant new infrastructure requirements, nor will it bring
about significant new infrastructure.
Proximity to the trunk road will be attractive for commuting
and will require sustainable travel promotion.

0

I Infrastructure

Conclusion

Appendices

Similar to CH1 however this expansion would only add a
small amount of land for development and this area has a
higher potential biodiversity value than the rest of CH1.
Additionally the site is more peripheral to the overall
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allocation.

Land near Palace Farm, Chudleigh assessed as SHLAA 030302
Factor

Comments

Score (+3
to -3)

The site is close to part of South Hams SAC and is within
greater horseshoe bats wide movement corridor with likely
significant effects on the bats.

-2

B Built
Environment

Pixies Hole Ancient Woodland lies adjacent directly to the
south and Kate Brook has high biodiversity value.
The site is enclosed with limited impact on the built
environment or landscape.

0

C Climate
Change

The site is well-located for access to services and transport
in Chudleigh.
The eastern half of the site is flood zone2.

0

D Resource Use

Loss of greenfield land (nb very small site with only localised
effects).

-1

A Natural
Environment

E Jobs and
Local
Economy

New housing will have a positive impact on economic
activity both during construction and occupation,

0

F Town Centres

Potential for additional expenditure to the town centre from
new residents.

+1

G Housing

Development could contribute a very small number of new
dwellings – not likely to deliver any affordable housing.

0/+1

H Health

Housing can bring health benefits.

+1

I Infrastructure

Confirmation of wastewater capacity would be required

0/?

Conclusion

This site is too small to deliver a significant level of new
housing and any effects will be very minor and localised.
Impact on (dark) bat movement corridor

Langdon Hospital, Dawlish (part of SHLAA site 020104)
Factor

Comments

A Natural
Environment

Being close to the Dawlish Warren SAC will require an
Appropriate Assessment of effects with particular
consideration of drainage into the Shutterton Brook to
ensure no negative water quality impacts during
construction /conversion (short term) or on occupation.

Score (+3
to -3)

-1

Redundant buildings likely provide bat roosts which would
need to be accommodated.
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B Built
Environment

Buildings on the site have no strong heritage or design
interest. Though not prominent much of the site is visible
from the DA2 allocation and layout and will have to be
carefully considered.

0

C Climate
Change

The site is well-located for access to public transport with
some services at Dawlish Warren and a shop and primary
school nearby.

0

D Resource Use

This is predominately a brownfield site and development of
redundant buildings represents a good use of previously
developed land.

+1

E Jobs and
Local
Economy

This assessment has assumed that proposals for
development will NOT include the currently operating parts
of Langdon Hospital – this would be a loss of employment
which would have a significant effect on jobs and economy.
New housing will have a positive impact on economic
activity both during construction and occupation. Uncertain
impact due to uncertain proposal.

0

F Town Centres

Potential for additional expenditure to the town centre from
new residents.

+1

G Housing

Development could contribute to housing provision for the
area, including affordable housing.

+1

H Health

Provision of housing can bring health benefits. No loss of
heathcare services will occur through development.

+1

I Infrastructure

Additional dwellings will not introduce major new
infrastructure requirements however in combination with the
rest of Dawlish commitments and allocations additional
development may, depending on demographics tip primary
student numbers to require an additional form entry.

?

Conclusion

This site performs well as it represents the re-use of
brownfield land. The site has been proposed for
incorporation into the DA2 allocation following detailed
assessment discussed in Chapter 5 of this document.
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9.3

Revised site proforma for Main Modifications

DA2 as subject to inspectors proposed main modifications
Factor

A Natural
Environment

B Built
Environment
C Climate
Change

D Resource Use

E Jobs and Local
Economy
F Town Centres
G Housing

H Health

I Infrastructure

Conclusion

Appendices

Comments
The allocation is on a large greenfield site on the edge of
Dawlish, and would be visible from various viewpoints. It is
not designated as AGLV or CPA. Some impact on cirl
bunting habitat is likely and surveys and appropriate
mitigation will be required. Potential for increased visitor
pressure on nearby internationally important wildlife sites at
Dawlish Warren (Special Area of Conservation) and the Exe
Estuary (Special Protection Area and RAMSAR) which will
be mitigated through the proposed Dawlish Warren Coastal
Park.
No direct impact. Re-development of low quality buildings
at Langdon hospital provides opportunity for improvements.
The site is on the edge of a town with a range of facilities,
and is within reasonable walking distance of the town centre
at its southern end. The site does not provide employment
opportunities, residents will need to travel from the site to
work.
Development on a large Greenfield site which has been
extended via the proposed main modifications to include an
area of brownfield land.
New housing will generate short term employment during
build-out. New households will generate economic activity
including supporting local shops and businesses.
Addition of 3 ha employment through the proposed main
modifications increases benefits to the jobs and economy.
Some additional expenditure within the town centre is likely.
Meeting a significant proportion of Dawlish’s housing need
including affordable housing development.
Provision of additional housing would lead to a general
improvement in public health. Extra care housing for the
elderly will have health benefits. Multi puropose building
capable on incorporating health and early years children
facilities will have further health benefits.
Significant infrastructure improvements will benefit the
community, including a new link road from Elm Grove road
to the A379 Exeter Road, footpath / cycle way links and
extra care housing for the elderly
A large greenfield site. Significant housing provision for
Dawlish.

Score (+3
to -3)

-1

0

+1

-1

+2

+1
+1

+2

+2
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SWE 2 Employment adjacent to Peamore as subject to inspectors main
modifications
Factor

A Natural
Environment

B Built
Environment
C Climate
Change
D Resource Use
E Jobs and Local
Economy

Comments
Proposals within 10km of the Exe Estuary Special
Protection Areas and other International and European
designations may have the potential to impact on those
designations through increased recreational pressure.
However, it is likely that appropriate assessment and
mitigation can overcome these issues. As an employment
allocation however the recreational impacts will be less
significant (than impacts from residential development).
Area as proposed in an Area of Great Landscape Value.
The area also has a number of hedgerows that will need to
be considered in any design.
The area is primarily farmland with a small employment area
screened from the motorway.
Locating jobs near to existing and new residential areas
should reduce the need to travel.
Greenfield site.
Employment provision with a mix of uses and types to help
create additional jobs support the local economy. Increased
from 5 ha to 19 ha via the inspectors proposed main
modifications results in even greater positive impact on jobs
and economy

Score (+3
to -3)

-1

0
+1
-1

+2

F Town Centres

No direct impact.

0

G Housing

No direct impact.

0

I Infrastructure

Provision of additional employment would lead to a general
improvement in public health.
New junction improvements on a A379 will be required with
opportunity to improve safety.

Conclusion

Increased opportunities for jobs for the wider area.

H Health
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Appendix B – Errata and Update to October 2012 report

Page

Para/section

16

6th bullet

18

1

Line 3 – ‘various documents set out above’ – where?

18

1

Amend “8” to “9”.

18

Table : B

20

4

24

Heritage

Amend “Scheduled Ancient Monuments” to “Scheduled Monuments”.

25

Bar chart

Add “per capita” in the heading.

26

Table

Add “(tonnes)” after “Material”.

28

Last para

29

3

Add “of businesses” at the end of the paragraph.

46

3

Add “There has been” at the start of the paragraph.

57

S7 – E

Change score against E to “?” to reflect the uncertainty referred to within the
comments.

71

S20 - A

Change score against A to -1 to reflect mitigation measures within the policy, as set
out within the comments.

78

EC3

83

EC11 - C

Alter score to “0?” to reflect the uncertainty set out within the comments.

84

EC12 – C

Alter score to “0?” to reflect the uncertainty set out within the comments.

103

EN7 – E,F,G

Delete “explicit”.

107

EN10 – G,I

Delete “explicit”.

108

EN12 – E,F

Delete “explicit”

128

NA4 – H

Amend score to +1 to reflect the comments under H.

132

NA9 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.” Amend the score to +1.

132

NA9 – E

Amend “City” to “town”.

132

NA10 – A

Delete “The eastern…the policy.” and move to comments against C.

133

NA10 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.” Amend the score to +1.

133

NA11 – A

Delete “Whole site…addressed.” And move to comments against C.

134

NA11 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.” Amend the score to +1.

Appendices

Errata
Should not be a separate bullet point, combine with the previous bullet point.

Amend “SAM” to “SM”
Amend “Appendix 3” to “Appendix 4”.

Add “has a business park” after “Area)”.

Within the reasonable alternatives, add “but these uses are covered elsewhere in
plan policies” at the end.
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Page

Para/section

134

NA12 – A

Delete the comments and move to comments against C.

134

NA12 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.” Amend the score to +1.

135

NA14 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.”

136

NA15 – D

Amend the comment to “Previously developed site.” Amend the score to +1.

137

KS1 – D

Delete “and is therefore not a greenfield site” and replace with “subject to conditions
requiring reinstatement.”

140

KS6 – C

Replace “zones 3 and 3” with “zones 2 and 3”.

150

DA4 – D

Amend score to -1 to reflect the comment.

155

TE5 – A

Amend score to 0? To reflect uncertainty mentioned in comments.

159

BT4 – D

Delete “and within..2” to reflect more recent information.

160

BT6 – D

Delete “Opportunity for new development to generate energy” as this is overspeculative and not related to choice of sites.

166 –
167

Land at Berry
Knowles – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

168

Blatchford
Farm – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

169

Bradley Barton
extension – A

Add “and sensitive landscape qualities” after “topography”.

169

Land North of
Chercombe
Bridge Road –
A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

172

Land North of
Dolbeare – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

174 –
175

Land off Jetty
Marsh Rd – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

176

Little
Haccombe
Farm – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

177

Old Cider
Works – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
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Page

Para/section

Errata
Change score to _3?

182

Land at Higher
Sandygate – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

183

East Golds
Quarry – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

183

East Golds
(South) – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

185

East of
Bushmead
Ave – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

188

Rear of
Embury Close
–A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

188

Embury Close
– C,D

Delete “The central area…zone 2” from D and move to comments against C. Alter
score against C to -1.

188

Fluder Hill &
Mount
Pleasant Rd –
A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

197

Land at Forder
Lane – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

200

Bitton Scout
Hut – I

Amend score to -2 to better reflect the comments against Infrastructure.

204 –
205

Land behind
Blenheim
Terrace – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

206

Land at Indio
House – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

207

Station Yard,
St John’s Lane
–A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?
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Page

Para/section

209

Bottle Bridge
Hill – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

210

Newinnton
Lodge – A

Add “There may be potential to mitigate against the impact on the Greater
Horseshoe Bats associated with the South Hams SAC, but in the absence of
relevant assessments, there is the uncertain potential for very negative impacts.”
Change score to -3?

210

Newinnton
Lodge – D

Add “a greenfield site, ” after “The site is”.

216/21
7

S6 – F

Amend score to a +1 to better reflect comment and for consistency with preferred
options assessment.

217

S7 – E

Amend score to ? to better reflect comment.

222

S15 – D

Change score to -1 to better reflect comment.

226

S18 – H

Delete comment and change score to 0.

242

WE7 - E

Change score to +1? To better reflect comment.

249

EN3 – I

Amend comment to “Likely impact on infrastructure provision due to potential impact
on rates of CIL arising from development viability.” Amend score to -1.

252

EN10 – G,I

Delete “explicit”.

253

EN12 – E,F

Delete “explicit”.

266

NA9 – D

Amend comment to “Previously developed site” and amend the score to +1.

266

NA9 – E

Amend “city” to “town”.

267

NA10 – D

Amend comment to “Previously developed site” and amend the score to +1.

268

NA12 – D

Amend comment to “Previously developed site” and amend the score to +1.

268

KS1 – A

Delete “and is therefore not a greenfield site” and replace with “subject to conditions
requiring reinstatement.”

283

DA4 – D

Amend score to -1 for consistency with preferred options assessment.

291

TE5 – A

Amend score to 0? To reflect uncertainty mentioned in comments.

293

BT2A – E

Amend “50” to “45”.

295

BT2C – D

Delete “appropriate measures..the SSSI”. Insert at end of comment “The policy
requires appropriate mitigation measures to avoid harm to these biodiversity
assets.” Amend score to 0. To reflect policy requirements.

295

BT2C – D

Amend to “Small greenfield site”.

298

BT6 – D

Delete “Opportunity for new development to generate energy” as this is overspeculative and not related to choice of sites.

300

CH2 – A

Add after “Enhancements” “These and the other mitigation requirements will avoid
impact on the European wildlife site”. Amend score to -1. To reflect Habit
Regulations Assessment information.

Appendices

Errata

p214

Appendices

p215

