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Appendix 1: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential for Development in the 
Teignbridge Core Strategy – Newton Abbot and Kingkerswell.  

Appendix 2: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential for Development in the 
Teignbridge Core Strategy – Bovey Tracey and Kingsteignton 

Appendix 3: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential for Development in the 
Teignbridge Core Strategy – Bovey Tracey - additional sites May 2013. 

Appendix 4: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential for Development in the 
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Appendix 5: Teignbridge Local Plan: Desk top assessment of six additional sites in 
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Note: Site specific references used to prepare this report are included in a separate 
document Teignbridge Local Plan: Supplementary Report on Greater Horseshoe Bats 
and the South Hams SAC. Part 2  
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Executive Summary 
  

The Teignbridge District Council area is an important component of the South Hams 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which supports one of the largest populations of 
greater horseshoe bats in Europe. Greater horseshoe bats have a complex life style; 
they depend on a network of roost sites, surrounded by suitable foraging areas and 
linked by safe commuting routes (flyways). It is therefore important to safeguard the 
wider landscape around the main roost sites to ensure the long term integrity of the 
SAC is maintained. 

The land allocations in Teignbridge local plan were therefore assessed for their 
potential impacts on greater horseshoe bats, this information was used to inform the 
Local Plan submission and accompanying Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). 
This report brings together the information that was used and explains the approach 
that was followed. 

The report provides background information on the South Hams SAC and outlines the 
ecological requirements of greater horseshoe bats. It then sets out generic and site 
specific mitigation measures to safeguard the greater horseshoe bat population. 
Teignbridge District Council has developed four initiatives to safeguard greater 
horseshoe bats at a strategic level. These are:  
 

1. 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 and Kingkerswell, Kingsteignton and Bovey Tracey. 
Teignbridge Local plan draft submission includes a detailed Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (Appendix G 

2. A series of bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Plans are to be 
developed for each of the major settlements, or other coherent geographic areas. 

3. Biodiversity off setting: The South Hams SAC is one of DEFRA’s national 
biodiversity off- setting pilot projects with a focus on greater horseshoe bats.   

4. Large-scale mitigation strategy: Recent discussions between the five relevant 
planning authorities for the South Hams SAC suggest that the preparation of 
Greater Horseshoe bat Mitigation Strategy (published as supplementary planning 
guidance) specifically to address how development management decisions will be 
made in relation to the SAC would be beneficial.  

 
At a more local level the original site allocations were assessed for potential impacts 
on greater horseshoe bats. The five screening reports are included as Appendices 1 – 
5 in this document. The proposed land allocations were subsequently revised in the 
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light of the recommendations in the screening reports. These changes are explained in 
sections 3.3 to 3.7 of this report, and high level mitigation proposals are set out where 
appropriate.  
 
Information was derived from published sources as listed in the References (section 5 
of this report) and also from a number of ecological survey reports commissioned by 
developers and planning authorities. These latter reports are not widely available and 
are therefore included in a separate document Part 2 of this report for easy reference. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Teignbridge Local Plan and the purpose of this report 

Teignbridge Local Plan sets out a strategy for the distribution and level of 
development and supporting infrastructure for the area over the next 20 years (2013 
to 2033). One of the important environmental features of Teignbridge is that it 
supports an internationally important population of greater horseshoe bats. The main 
roost sites for these rare and endangered bats are protected as a Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) under the European Habitats Directive. Greater horseshoe bats 
have a complex life style; they depend on a network of roost sites, surrounded by 
suitable foraging areas and linked by safe commuting routes.  

The South Hams SAC supports one of the largest populations of greater horseshoe 
bats in Europe. The land allocations in Teignbridge local plan were therefore 
assessed for their potential impacts on greater horseshoe bats, this information was 
used to inform the Habitats Regulations Assessment which accompanies the Local 
plan submission. This report brings together relevant information and evidence to 
support the local plan and explains the approach that was followed. 

1.2  The South Hams SAC 

The SAC comprises five interconnected Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs): 

 Haytor and Smallacombe Iron mines SSSI (Dartmoor National Park) 

 Berry Head to Sharkham Point SSSI (Torbay Council)  

 Buckfastleigh Caves SSSI (Teignbridge Council) 

 Chudleigh Caves and Woods SSSI (Teignbridge Council) 

 Bulkamore Iron Mine SSSI ( South Hams District Council) 

Greater horseshoe bats (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum) are an Annex II species which 
are a primary reason for the selection of the site as a SAC. A brief description of 
these sites is given in Table 1 overleaf. 
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Table 1: List of SSSI component sites that make up the South Hams SAC 

Site name Designation Description and reasons for 
notification as a SSSI. 

Haytor and Smallacombe 
Iron Mines  

SSSI Smallacombe mine is used as 
an hibernation site by greater 
horseshoe bats. 

Berry Head to Sharkham 
Point  

SSSI and NNR Coastal exposure in foreshore 
and cliffs, calcareous 
grassland and marine caves 
used by greater and lesser 
horseshoe bats 

Buckfastleigh Caves SSSI Cave complex supporting bat 
roosts with over 1000 greater 
horseshoe bats 

Chudleigh Caves and 
Woods 

SSSI Semi natural woodland on 
limestone and caves 
supporting greater horseshoe 
bat roosts 

Bulkamore Iron Mine SSSI This  large mine is a major 
hibernation site used  by 
greater horseshoe bats with 
smaller number of bats in the 
summer 

 

These 5 designated SSSI’s support the main known breeding roosts and hibernation 
sites for the bat population and bats move between the 5 sites. An additional 
breeding roost, High Marks barn, has recently been designated as a SSSI but is not 
included in the SAC designation. High Marks barn is a secure site, owned and 
managed by a private Wildlife Trust and located within South Hams District Council. 
Between them, these six sites support a very important proportion of the total greater 
horseshoe bat population across South Devon. However, it is important to see this in 
the context of the wider landscape. Natural England (2010) states that:  
 

“Greater horseshoe bats use the wider countryside of South Devon for the 
majority of their activities, including commuting, foraging, roosting, and 
mating. The SAC designated roost sites were identified on the basis of their 
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relative importance for hibernating during winter, and summer roost sites 
including nursery roosts where the females for a whole colony gather together 
to give birth and rear their young. Greater horseshoe bats are long-lived (in 
excess of 30 years old) with the bats remaining faithful to these important 
roosting sites, returning year after year for generations”. 

The South Hams SAC is thought to hold the largest population of greater horseshoe 
bats in the UK, and is the only one containing more than 1,000 adult bats (31% of the 
UK species population). It contains the largest known maternity roost in the UK and 
possibly in Europe. The locations of the 6 SSSI’s are shown in Map 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



P a g e  | 11 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37891&p=0


P a g e  | 12 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

2. Conservation of Greater Horseshoe bats  

2.1 Ecological requirements of Greater Horseshoe bats 

Greater horseshoe bats are one of the largest bat species in Britain, with a total 
population of 7,250 adults in England and Wales (Natural England 2012). Like all 
British bats they feed on insects and are active in summer; in winter they hibernate to 
conserve energy when insect prey is not available.  

Female greater horseshoe bats congregate in warm roost sites in summer and usually 
give birth to a single pup between late June and early August.  The young bats are on 
the wing in about 1 month and start foraging close to the maternity roost within 6 
weeks of birth. From the moment the young are weaned, both adults and young need 
to put on weight rapidly to ensure they have sufficient fat reserves to see them through 
their winter hibernation.  

Summer maternity roosts tend to be in large, warm, roof voids in houses, barns, 
churches and similar buildings; occasionally they are known to breed in caves. In 
contrast horseshoe bats favour cool, stable conditions in caves, mines and ice houses 
for winter hibernacula. Horseshoe bats generally use both summer and winter sites 
repeatedly, year after year. These patterns have been observed at the few major 
summer and winter sites which have been identified across the UK. These major sites 
are considered to be traditional roosts for this species in the UK. 

In addition to the major roosts, these bats are also know to use separate sites for 
mating and for fattening up in the spring; where small groups of bats will congregate at 
specific times of the year, to carry out the specific activities detailed by the roost 
description.  

Greater horseshoe bats are sensitive to disturbance in general, and have been known 
to abandon roosts due to human activities. They are also particularly sensitive to light, 
whether present at their roost, along their flyways or on their foraging areas. As these 
bats are faithful to traditional roosts, the protection of maternity and hibernacula sites is 
a priority 

When active, greater horseshoe bats feed exclusively on insects, targeting a range of 
key prey items, found in a range of specific habitats, during the different seasons 

Generally they do not hibernate right through the winter, taking advantage of periods of 
better weather to emerge and feed if possible. Under such conditions they tend to 
head for nearby pastures, often found within a very short distance (a few 100 metres 
or less) from the hibernation site(s), to forage on insects which form part of the 
herbivore dung fauna. 
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Once the bats emerge from hibernation in the spring, they must feed to make up for 
any loss in body condition during the winter, and/or to prepare for the upcoming 
breeding period. At that time of year, they target a range of insects (including dung 
beetles of the Genus Geotrupes and hymenopteran wasps) which occur in large 
numbers in and around deciduous woodland. As they go through May and into June, 
their attention turns first to large beetles like the Maybug (Melolontha melolontha), 
then to large moths, such as the Noctuids Heart-and-Dart (Agrostis exclamationis) 
and Large Yellow Underwing (Noctua pronuba); gradually extending their range to 
encompass pastures some distance from the roosts, which can be reached by well-
vegetated flyways. 

By July, moths make up a large proportion of their diet, but their attention quickly 
switches to Aphodius rufipes, a nocturnal dung beetle, as soon as these become 
available in July or August. Weaned juvenile greater horseshoe bats are also known 
to gorge themselves on these beetles, which are found in huge numbers in cattle 
dung. It is therefore not surprising that cattle-grazed pastures, especially those found 
to have thick and tall vegetated boundaries, become their favoured foraging haunts at 
that time of year. These foraging sites are targeted by both juvenile and adult bats, at 
varying distances from the maternity roosts. Whilst adult bats have the ability to fly 
several kilometres to find their prey, weaned young only gradually extend their 
foraging range. Hence, pastures found within a short distance from maternity roosts 
are critical to the development and survival of young bats.  

Both juvenile and adult bats remain focused on these beetles until the autumn, when 
the bats gradually disperse to prepare for hibernation. 

Throughout the active period (generally referred to as the months between April and 
November), greater horseshoe bats forage for a number of bouts during the night, 
interspersed by periods of rest and digestion. Generally, these rest/digestion periods 
are carried out within a building (field shelters, open garages, roof attics etc...) close 
to some of the foraging areas; rarely do they return to the maternity roost to rest, 
unless during the lactation period. These distant roosts are known as “night roosts”. 
As well as providing shelter to resting bats, such roosts may also be used by bats as 
a shelter within which to dismember and ingest large prey (especially those which are 
too big to handle in flight).   

As mentioned above, greater horseshoe bats use the wider countryside around their 
roosts for feeding and commuting. In so doing, they prefer to fly close to vegetation. 
As a result woodland edges, hedges, tree lines and river corridors feature 
prominently as flyways, which are used for commuting and navigation. In most cases 
greater horseshoe bats prefer to use dark sheltered hedges and tree lines, and they 
are often found feeding on the lee of tall hedges where insects congregate.  
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The different flying ability of juvenile and adult bats has resulted in the differentiation 
of two important foraging zones around major maternity colonies, with the area found 
within a 1km radius being known as the Young Sustenance Zone, and the area found 
within a 4km radius known as the Roost Sustenance Zone (Ransome 1996). 

Natural England commissioned a study in 2009 to bring together information on the 
greater horseshoe bats in south Devon. This identified the main strategic flyways 
(commuting routes) and sustenance zones for the bats in the South Hams SAC 
(Natural England 2010). The results of this work are shown in map 2 on page 17. In 
addition to the main SSSI roost sites a number of minor roosts have been identified 
and recorded across the district. The information associated with these roost records 
is variable; they represent a range of roost types including maternity, hibernation and 
temporary roost sites in buildings, caves and other natural structures. Some of these 
sites are traditional and regularly used year on year, while others are transitory.  

In order to assess whether the development proposals set out in the Teignbridge 
Local Plan are likely to significantly affect the integrity of the SAC, it is important to 
understand the specific requirements necessary to maintain the population of greater 
horseshoe bats at a ‘favourable conservation status’.  

Natural England (2010) states: 

i. The area has to be large enough to provide a range of food sources capable of 
supporting the whole greater horseshoe bat population; the bats feed at a 
number of locations through the night and will select different feeding areas 
through the year linked to the seasonal availability of their insect prey. 
 

ii. Greater horseshoe bats regularly travel through South Devon between feeding 
sites and their roosts via a network of established flyways. They also travel 
greater distances between the sites designated as the South Hams SAC at 
certain times of the year, for example: in the spring and autumn between 
hibernacula and maternity sites; and, in the autumn to mating sites. 

 

iii. Greater horseshoe bats need to be able to move through the landscape between 
their roosts and their foraging areas to maintain favourable conservation status. 
They require linear features in the landscape to provide landscape permeability. 
Compared to most other bat species, the echolocation call of the greater 
horseshoe bat attenuates rapidly in air due to its relatively high frequency. This 
means it cannot ‘see’ a great distance and is one reason why it tends to use 
landscape features to navigate, such as lines of vegetation (eg. hedgerows, 
woodland edge, vegetated watercourses, etc). The greater horseshoe bat will 
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tend to fly close to the ground up to a height of 2 meters, and mostly beneath 
vegetation cover. Radio tracking studies1 and observations in the field confirm 
that greater horseshoe bats will regularly use the interconnected flyways 
associated with lines of vegetation. Further studies2 have shown that landscapes 
with broadleaved woodland and watercourses are important as they provide 
habitat continuity. 

 

iv. Greater horseshoe bats are sensitive to light and will avoid lit areas3. As with the 
physical removal/ obstruction of a flyway, its interruption due to light disturbance 
would force greater horseshoe bats to find an alternative route to travel across 
the area. This is likely to create an additional energetic burden for the bats, and 
will therefore be a threat to the viability of a bat colony. In some circumstances, if 
an alternative route is not available, this may lead to the isolation and 
fragmentation of the bat population from key foraging areas and/or roosts. The 
exterior of roost exits must be shielded from any artificial lighting and suitable 
cover should be present to provide darkened flyways to assist safe departure into 
the wider habitat4. 

 

v. The feeding and foraging requirements of the greater horseshoe bat have been 
reasonably well studied in Devon and in the UK5. From this work we know that 
most feeding activity is concentrated in an area within 4km of the roost (juvenile 
bats will forage within 3km at a stage in their life when they are most susceptible 
to mortality). The most important types of habitat for feeding have been shown to 
be permanent pasture grazed by cattle, hay meadows, and wetland features such 
as stream lines and deciduous and/or wet woodland. Depending upon the 
availability of suitable flyways and feeding opportunities, most urban areas will 
provide limited greater horseshoe bat habitat. This is particularly true of dense 
urban areas with a high incidence of night lighting and lack of unlit green spaces. 

                                            
1  Radio tracking studies have been undertaken by NE in the following research reports R344, R496 & R573. 

2  A L Walsh & S Harris, (1996), Foraging habitat preferences of vespertilionid bats in Britain. Journal of Applied 
Ecology, 33, 508 -  518. 

3 http://www.batsandlighting.co.uk 
4  See EN research reports R174 
 
5  R D Ransome and A M Hutson, (2000), Action plan for the conservation of the greater horseshoe in Europe 
(Rhinolophus ferrumequinum), Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, 
Nature and Environment No 109. http://www.swild.ch/Rhinolophus/PlanII.pdf 

 Also see EN research reports R174 R241 R341 & R532 
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Where development affects any of these requirements there is likely to be a significant 
effect. 

 
2.2. Generic mitigation measures for Greater Horseshoe bats  
2.2.1. Strategic approach  

At a strategic level there are three main requirements for effective conservation of 
greater horseshoe bats. These are: 

 The protection and maintenance of roost sites, both maternity roosts for 
breeding sites and hibernacula, 

 The maintenance and suitable management of foraging areas (sustenance 
zones) within 1km of the breeding roosts for juveniles, and up to 4kms from the 
roost for adult bats, and 

 The maintenance of connectivity along strategic (and minor) flyways between 
the roost sites and feeding areas. 

The strategic landscape features for the South Hams SAC bat population are shown  in 
map 2 overleaf (courtesy of Natural England 2010). This provides the strategic 
baseline from which to assess individual applications, or clusters of development 
proposals. 
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Map 2: South Hams SAC showing roost sustenance zones (in green), strategic 
flyways (in blue) and routes followed by greater horseshoe bats derived from 
radio tracking studies (in red).   

 

  

 

  

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37892&p=0
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Teignbridge District Council has developed four initiatives to safeguard greater 
horseshoe bats at a strategic level. These are:  

1. 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 and Kingkerswell, Kingsteignton and Bovey 
Tracey. Teignbridge Local plan draft submission includes a detailed 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Appendix G); this specifically identifies the 
following projects as Critical or Important.  

 Newton Abbot Biodiversity and Wildlife Network including enhance landscape 
and wildlife habitats at Daracombe, Houghton Barton (NA1); Wolborough 
(NA2); and Buckland Barton.  

 Kingkerswell Biodiversity Mitigation: Mitigate biodiversity impact of 
development at land off Torquay road and Embury close (KK1). 

 Kingkerswell Aller Valley Trail : 6ha country park and trail along Aller Brook 
(KK4) 

 Kingsteignton Biodiversity and Wildlife Network including habitats at KS1 
Sands copse and KS3 Abbrook. 

 Chudleigh provide appropriate range of recreation, local food production and 
biodiversity space at land at Rocklands (CH1 - 2.6ha), land around James 
House (0.5ha), land at Colway lane (CH4 -0.4ha) and land at Grovelands.  

 Strategic provision: resources to ensure master planning, and management of 
green infrastructure, biodiversity off setting procedures and processes.   

 These green space projects and enabling resources provide a significant 
opportunity to safeguard and enhance the landscape for greater horseshoe 
bats by appropriate planting, provision of sheltered foraging areas, use of 
cattle grazing and providing links into surrounding cattle grazed pastures, and 
by providing dark flyways along tree lines and hedges.   

2. A series of bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Plans will be 
required to inform each of the major settlements at: Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton, 
Kingkerswell, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh. These plans will need to be prepared 
and submitted by the developer and agreed with the Council before planning 
permission is granted. The plans will need to be informed by adequate bat 
surveys and should identify key bat flyways and foraging areas in and around the 
proposed allocated sites and should then be used to inform master plans and 
actual planning applications. Initial work has already been undertaken in and 
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around Chudleigh (Duvergé 2010) to identify strategic flyways. This information 
has subsequently been used to inform land allocations for the Local Plan and to 
secure appropriate mitigation on individual planning applications.  

3. Biodiversity offsetting: The South Hams SAC is one of DEFRA’s national 
biodiversity offsetting pilot projects with a focus on greater horseshoe bats and 
cirl buntings. These pilots provide an opportunity to mitigate (off set) residual 
losses linked to developments by creating new habitats for the species 
concerned and/ or to improve the management of existing sites. Such an 
approach could be used to mitigate for the cumulative losses of foraging areas 
due to development. This could be linked directly to relevant policies in the Local 
Plan relating to biodiversity protection and enhancement. 

4. Large-scale Mitigation Strategy: Recent discussions between the five 
relevant planning authorities for the South Hams SAC suggest that the 
preparation of a Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation strategy (published  as 
supplementary planning guidance) specifically to address how development 
management decisions will be made in relation to the SAC would be beneficial. 
The guidance would address survey information requirements, provision of 
mitigation that safeguards and enhances bat flyways and foraging areas, long-
term management, and biodiversity offsetting where mitigation is to be delivered 
off site. 

  

2.2.2. Site level assessment and mitigation measures. 
 At an individual site level, comprehensive bat surveys are required to identify roosts, 
 foraging areas and flyways. NE have published guidance specifying the level of 
 survey effort required (Natural England 2010), and this has been supplemented by 
 recent revisions to the national bat survey guidelines (Hundt 2012).Once the level of 
 bat use is established for a site, effective mitigation can be designed to minimise 
 impacts on greater horseshoe bats.  
 
 In addition Natural England (2010) has identified that greater horseshoe bats are 
 particularly susceptible to certain changes in the landscape, including: 
 

 Impact on roost sites (including damage, destruction and disturbance) 
 Removal of linear features used for navigation and commuting; 
 Change in habitat structure and composition (loss or deterioration of 

foraging  habitat); 
 Disturbance from new illumination causing bats to change their use of an 

area 
 Physical injury by wind turbines. 
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 Particular attention should be paid to adverse effects arising from new 
 development, taking the above requirements into account. These effects are (with a 
 few exceptions) likely to be most significant in the ‘strategic flyways’ and ‘sustenance 
 zones’ (see Map 2) identified by Natural England as being critical to the 
 maintenance of the SAC population. Also, since these impacts are common to most 
 development types, appropriate mitigation needs to be incorporated to prevent 
 unacceptable levels of disturbance.  
 

The strategic flyways connecting key SAC roosts through urban areas/urban fringe 
with the surrounding countryside are particularly sensitive to change and development 
pressure. Any such ‘pinch point’ scenario is based on the assumption that there are 
likely to be a shortage of suitable commuting features in and around urban areas. In 
other words, suitable commuting routes in these situations are likely to be particularly 
important due to a lack of alternative commuting features. 

The approach to mitigation follows an established hierarchy: 

 Modify the development footprint to avoid roost sites, flyways and foraging 
areas. 

 Where impacts cannot be avoided the following mitigation measures should 
be secured: 

Roosts: Impacts on significant roost sites are not normally permitted and, 
where they are permitted, will be carried out under a European protected 
Species (EPS) licence from Natural England. In such exceptional 
circumstances as, for example, major infrastructure developments, purpose 
built replacement roost sites are built prior to loss of the existing roost.  

Minor roosts such as temporary night roosts, and hibernacula holding small 
numbers of bats should be identified during survey work and replaced with 
suitable alternative roost sites under the provisions of an EPS licence. 

Replacement roosts require careful design and construction. Techniques are 
well established and new roosts can be favoured by greater horseshoes over 
their existing roost sites particularly if the old roost is in poor condition.  

Flyways: Impacts on flyways can be minimised through careful design to 
maintain dark corridors along hedgerows and tree lines, providing alternative 
flyways as part of landscaping and green space, and by enhancing existing 
routes through additional planting and fencing. These measures can be 
incorporated within green infrastructure.  
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Greater horseshoes often commute along river corridors and many of the 
strategic flyways in South Devon follow rivers and streams. Development 
work alongside watercourses will almost certainly require mitigation. 

Greater horseshoe bats are light sensitive and avoid lit areas. The impact of 
artificial lighting can be minimised in a number of ways (Bat Conservation 
Trust 2008): 

o Only use lighting where and when necessary and ensuring lighting 
levels do not exceed 1 lux in the vicinity of flyways and roost sites 

o Use low or high pressure sodium lamps in preference to mercury or 
metal halide lights 

o Direct lighting to areas where it is required and avoid light spill through 
the use of hoods and cowls and baffles as appropriate. 

o Use low level lighting e.g. on low bollards along pedestrian walkways. 

Roads and transport links can pose particular problems for commuting bats. 
Connectivity can be maintained by the use of underpasses. Evidence for the 
effectiveness of underpasses comes from 2 studies: In Wales the   
construction of the A477 included two culverts (one 2.2m diameter and other 
1.8m diameter) located at existing greater horseshoe bat crossing points.  
Monitoring showed that ‘tunnels are proving to be extremely effective in 
allowing bats to cross the road safely.’  (Wray et al, 2005).  Billington (2003) 
reported greater horseshoe bats using tunnels beneath the A38 near 
Chudleigh, these underpasses are still in use today (Duvergé 2010). 

A review undertaken by the Highways Agency (2011) concluded that ‘many 
factors are likely to affect levels of use and the ‘attractiveness’ of 
underpasses for bats, including size, alignment, connection to existing flight 
lines, roadside vegetation and land use’.  The rate at which bats tend to use 
such artificial structures is generally enhanced their location (i.e. the closer to 
the original flyway the better), and by the addition of vegetation cover which 
can be used to “guide” the animals to and from the artificial structure. 
Underpasses must also be of sufficient size to encourage wildlife to use them.  

Foraging areas: The concept of 1 and 4 km roost sustenance zones (as 
shown in Map 2) provides a useful framework for mitigation. Within these 
zones any losses of wetlands, grasslands (particularly cattle grazed 
pastures), woodland and scrub should be balanced by suitable habitat gains 
both in terms of habitat extent and quality. 
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Mitigation measures for greater horseshoe bats should be established well in 
advance of development works. New roost sites should be built and functioning at 
least one year prior to the loss of an existing roost. For flyways the route need to be 
established 2 -5 years in advance of the loss to allow trees and shrubs to become 
established. In the short term tall, solid fencing can be used to “bridge” short gaps 
along the flyway; however this must be regarded as a temporary measure as the 
effectiveness of fencing is largely unproven. 

The concept of biodiversity offsetting has an important role to play in the case of 
foraging areas. Greater horseshoe bats will feed opportunistically and require a 
mosaic of woodland, pasture and wetland habitats to provide a range of food 
throughout the seasons.  The most effective conservation strategy is to provide 
optimal foraging within firstly, the 1km juvenile sustenance zone, and secondly 
within the 4km adult sustenance zone around the main roost sites. Optimal 
management of these zones for greater horseshoes should be given priority, and 
further consideration about how this approach could be secured in practice is 
required.  
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 3. Greater Horseshoe bats in Teignbridge 
 

3.1. Strategic allocations 

Teignbridge Local Plan has identified 7 key urban areas for development: Newton 
Abbot (S14), Kingsteignton (S15), Kingkerswell (S16), Dawlish (S17), Teignmouth 
(S18), Bovey Tracey (S19) and Chudleigh (S20). Of these Dawlish and Teignmouth 
are not considered further in this report as they are outside of the main distribution 
area of the south Devon greater horseshoe bat population.  

The remaining five areas are considered in more detail in the following sections 3.3 
to 3.7 

3.2. Site screening and supporting information for development 
proposals 

A number of the proposed land allocations within the 5 relevant areas were screened 
for their potential impacts on greater horseshoe bats and the integrity of the South 
Hams SAC between March 2011 and May 2013. Kestrel Wildlife Consultants carried 
out a series of walkover surveys for each of the proposed sites to assess landscape 
and habitat features of the site and adjoining areas and hence their suitability for 
greater horseshoes. A brief report was compiled for each site containing the following 
information:  

 
a. Key physical characteristics of the site; 

 

b.  Whether the future development of the site may have the potential to impact the 
integrity of the South Hams SAC; 
 

c.  Whether the degree of impact is likely to require Habitat Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) should the site be considered suitable for allocation for 
development within the plan; 

 

d. Whether the degree of impact – 

 
‐ may be such as to significantly question the suitability of the site for 

development; 
‐ may be such as to require mitigation, or compensatory measures upon any 

development of the site; 
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e. Any specific recommendations or advice relating to the site (for example specific 
constraints or mitigation such as hedgerows and landscaping, lighting, 
watercourses, existing buildings etc.). 

 

Each site was then colour coded using a red, amber, green system to give an ‘at-a-
glance’ impression of the site’s suitability for development. The colour codes were 
defined as follows:  

 Green indicates that the integrity of the SAC is unlikely to be affected and 
proposals could be taken forward that would not require HRA. 

  Amber indicates that the issue of whether or not the integrity of the SAC is 
likely to be affected by development depends on the details of the proposal 
and the form of mitigation provided. HRA would be required.  

 Red indicates that initial screening suggests that this site should not be 
brought forward for development because the site is considered key to the 
integrity of the SAC and it is unlikely that effective mitigation or compensation 
would be possible. HRA would be required.  

The relevant reports are attached in Appendices 1 to 4 of this report and the key 
results summarised in the relevant sections below. 

Six additional land allocations were identified at a later stage and were subject to a 
desk top assessment from air photographs, to determine whether they could impact on 
greater horseshoe bats. These were NA4, NA6, KS8, KK2, KK5 and BT6. A brief 
report on these sites is included as Appendix 5. 

In some cases additional ecological information was available from previous surveys 
commissioned by Natural England, Teignbridge District Council Dartmoor National 
Park, private developers and local naturalists; this was used to inform the screening 
assessments where appropriate. References are provided in the relevant sections of 
the report. It is important to note that not all the land allocations in the local plan were 
subjected to this screening assessment; those within an urban setting were not 
included as they are unlikely to be of interest from a greater horseshoe bat 
perspective. 
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3.3. Newton Abbot  

3.3.1. Summary of proposals in local plan 

The plan seeks to allocate 30ha of land for employment development and to support 
existing employment areas, allocate land with capacity for 4,230 homes, 15 ha of new 
playing pitches, upgrading existing pitches and provide a new leisure centre with 
outdoor facilities. These proposals are supported by an improved road network, 
schools and health services involving expansion and improvement of existing facilities 
and the construction of new infrastructure. The proposed land allocations lie to the 
northwest (NA1, NA2 and NA6), east (NA4 and NA5) and south (NA3) of the town 
centre. NA3 is separated from the A380 (Kingkerswell by pass, currently under 
construction) and the proposed allocations for Kingkerswell, by a green infrastructure 
corridor. The relevant allocations are shown on Map 3 overleaf.  
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3.3.2. Summary of potential impacts on Greater Horseshoe bats derived 
from screening assessments  

 
The screening assessment for Newton Abbot (and Kingkerswell) is presented in 
Appendix 1. It showed that parts of the proposed allocation under NA1 Houghton 
Barton are of importance to bats and are located within the 4km sustenance zone for 
Chudleigh Caves SSSI. Subsequently these were either excluded from the proposed 
NA1 allocation or were incorporated in the supporting green infrastructure. It was 
recognised that due to its position in the landscape (i.e. in close proximity to the 
Chudleigh Caves SAC sustenance zone and strategic flyways), adequate provision 
must be planned within the allocated site for mitigation of potential adverse effects This 
was addressed by the inclusion of a wide green infrastructure corridor immediately to 
the north of the development area. This GI should include a network of hedges and 
tree lines to create dark flyways through the area, along with the retention and 
enhancement of boundary features to ensure an adequate buffer between 
development and the flyways.  

 
This approach is supported by recent detailed bat survey information that has been 
collected for the eastern section of NA1 known as Hele Park, to inform an outline 
planning permission that has recently been approved. Greater horseshoe bats were 
recorded using the hedgerows across the site (Baker Consultants 2012); however the 
numbers recorded were relatively low. On site mitigation measures are proposed and 
these should be designed to link into the green infrastructure corridor immediately to 
the north. 

The GI allocated as part of NA1 links into a land allocation (also part of NA1) around 
the existing Seale Hayne campus, just to the north west of Newton Abbot. Proposals in 
the local Plan are to support proposals that are in keeping with the listed buildings at 
Seale Hayne and that support the new community proposed in NA1. A recent 
ecological survey of subsidiary buildings and land around Seale Hayne (Andrews 
Ecology 2010) identified a greater horseshoe night roost in one of the buildings. 
However the survey was limited in its extent and did not include the main (listed) 
buildings on the campus. Further survey work is required to ascertain bat interests on 
the larger Seale Hayne site, and to link mitigation measures to the GI corridor.  

 
NA2 Whitehill showed that this area supports small fields under permanent pasture 
with mature hedgerows and is therefore likely to provide important foraging areas for 
greater horseshoes. It is possible that NA2 forms part of an important connecting 
flyway for GHBs between the River Teign and land north and northwest of NA1 and 
the ‘strategic flyways’ along the A38 and A383. NA2 is allocated for housing.  

 
Further surveys will need to be carried out establish whether or not the site is used by 
greater horseshoe bats with particular reference to loss of cattle grazed pasture which 
would reduce the extent of potential foraging habitat available to bats, loss of mature 



P a g e  | 28 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

hedgerow vegetation and the consequent full or partial loss/severance of existing 
flyway features running through the area. 
The GI land allocated to the south and west of NA2 provides a large enough area to 
mitigate any potential impacts on this site.  

  
NA3 Wolborough identified two important flyways, to the east along the Aller Brook 
valley and the other running westward along the southern boundary of NA3. Both of 
these are included as GI corridors in the current proposals. Recent bat surveys (Atkins 
2012) commissioned by owners of land immediately to the west of NA3, identified 
greater horseshoe bat activity around the margins of the site adjoining Conitor Copse 
which contains a known bat roost at Conitor cave. The cave itself is considered 
vulnerable to disturbance and would benefit from grilling.  

NA4 Milber Employment Area: open countryside to the east of NA4 has been 
identified as a strategic flyway for greater horseshoe bats, a desk top assessment (see 
Appendix 5) recommended the extension of the GI along the eastern and southern 
boundaries with strategic planting to strengthen the existing hedgerows and tree lines. 
Detailed site surveys will be required to establish extent of use of these hedgerows by 
greater horseshoes, prior to development.  

 Major improvement works are proposed to the transport infrastructure serving the 
Heart of Teignbridge (Newton Abbot, Kingkerswell and Kingsteignton). The site 
screening for NA7 the proposed Northern Link Road identified potential significant 
impacts on the SAC as the route crosses the River Teign which is a strategic flyway for 
greater horseshoes, and could also impact foraging areas. A full mitigation package 
will be required. Policy NA7 has now been subsumed into policy HT1 which recognises 
the potential for in combination effects as a result of improvement works. 

The screening assessments for NA5 Buckland Barton, NA6 Bradley Barton, NA8 
Newton Abbot Town Centre, NA9 Town Centre Markets Area, NA10 Bradley 
Lane, NA12 Cricketfield and NA15 Osbourne Street concluded that these sites 
were likely to be of low value to greater horseshoe bats due to the lack of suitable 
habitat, and/or were surrounded by built development and were too well lit to be used 
by greater horseshoe bats. Policy NA11 Market Walk has now been merged with 
Policy NA9. Policies NA13, NA14 and NA15 have now been deleted from the plan. 

3.3.3. Proposed mitigation 

The local plan sets out a comprehensive green infrastructure policy (HT3) to create a 
network of strategic green corridors, enhancing existing and creating new, multi 
functional green spaces. Policy HT3 c) specifically seeks to protect strategic flyways, 
foraging areas and breeding habitats of protected species.   
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The screening assessments identified the need for bespoke bat mitigation plans for 
greater horseshoe bats in relation to NA1, NA2 and NA3.  

NA1 and NA2: A major GI corridor has been identified to the north west of Newton 
Abbot. This links allocations in NA1 and NA2 and provides a substantial buffer 
between the proposed development areas. A combination of on- site mitigation and the 
establishment of optimal habitat within the green GI corridor should ensure that there 
are no adverse impacts on the greater horseshoe population /SAC. Specific 
recommendations are listed in Box 1.  

These measures should be incorporated in the Masterplan for this area. An analysis of 
air photos to identify likely flyways and existing foraging habitat would help to inform 
Master planning for this area and should include the Seale Hayne allocation.  

 

Box 1: Generic greater horseshoe bat mitigation measures to be followed 
within green infrastructure allocations  

 

 

Establish a continuous strip of woodland and scrub with scalloped 
margins around the corridor to provide safe flyways around the area 

Use continuous hedges and tree lines to divide the area into smaller 
compartments to improve connectivity and provide sheltered foraging 
areas.  

Identify routes linking the GI corridor to known roosts and existing 
flyways, and ensure connectivity is maintained along these routes, and/ 
or alternative flyways are established. Maintenance of links to the 
strategic flyways along the river Teign and its tributaries is essential. 

The GI should be designed to enhance foraging habitat for bats. 
Options to be considered are wildflower meadows under traditional 
management for hay and grazing, the creation of ponds and wetlands. 
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NA3: sufficient GI allocation has been identified in the local plan to mitigate 
unavoidable impacts associated with developments to the south of Newton Abbot. The 
GI allocation for this area has the benefit of existing semi- natural habitats at Decoy 
Country Park and Conitor wood, the design and future management of the GI should 
enhance and extend these features using the same principles as set out in the 
previous section.  

In addition there is one known roost site close to this allocation, at Conitor Cave; this 
should be protected by suitable fencing and grilles to prevent disturbance by people 
and domestic pets. 

NA4: the risk of disturbance to the flyway to the east of the allocation should be 
addressed by establishing a belt of dense woodland and scrub along the eastern 
boundary to strengthen the flyway, and to ensure there is no light spill from the 
adjoining development. 

HT1 (originally NA7): potential mitigation measures are outlined in 3.3.4 as part of the 
wider consideration of transport infrastructure.  

3.3.4. Potential in combination effects  

Major improvement works are proposed to the transport infrastructure serving the 
Heart of Teignbridge (Newton Abbot, Kingkerswell and Kingsteignton). These include 
improvements to the A38, A382 and A380 and new link roads between the A382 and 
the A383 and between the A380 and the A381. There is also support for reopening the 
rail station at Kingkerswell, the provision of park and ride facilities and a freight transfer 
station and new bus terminus. These are discussed further in Section 6 in Teignbridge 
Local Plan. 

Detailed routes and proposals for above road schemes and improvement works are 
not yet known. Detailed bat survey information will be required to inform the choice of 
route and a comprehensive mitigation package will be required to ensure that there are 
no adverse effects on the integrity of the South Hams SAC.  This will require careful 
design as roads can present a major barrier to greater horseshoe bats. However, a 
number of mitigation measures are proving to be effective for greater horseshoe bats, 
for example the use of underpasses supported by tree and shrub planting to guide 
bats into the underpass (Highways Agency 2011).    

It is anticipated that the above road schemes will be set out in more detail by the 
County Council in the Transport Local Plan, which itself will be subject to HRA under 
Regulation 102. Furthermore, the individual schemes are likely to require formal 
environmental impact assessment under the EIA Regulations (2011) and also will 
certainly be subject to individual project level HRA under Regulation 61. This will 
provide the County Council with appropriate opportunities to ensure that these road 
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schemes are only progressed in a manner that does not have an effect on the integrity 
of the South Hams SAC. 

The proposed reopening of Kingkerswell station is dealt with in section 3.5 of this 
report - no impacts on greater horseshoe bats are anticipated. 

3.3.5. Conclusions 

Following screening assessments the proposed land allocations NA1, NA2 and NA3 to 
the northwest and south of Newton Abbot were modified to minimise impacts on 
greater horseshoe bats. The allocation of broad green infrastructure corridors linked to 
these areas provide sufficient space to mitigate any residual impacts associated with 
the development proposals.  

The design and future management of these GI corridors could enhance strategic 
flyways across the SAC and provide significant foraging opportunities. It is 
recommended that further assessment of habitat features for bats is undertaken within 
the allocated GI corridors and surrounding countryside to inform the master plans for 
these areas. 

The design principles are set out in sections 2.2.2 and 3.3.3 of this report and it should 
be recognised that, in general, the design requirements for bats should not conflict with 
the needs of local people. For example planting to establish flyways around the 
margins of the GI corridor also provides an effective buffer between the green space 
and neighbouring developments.     

3.3.6. Area specific references 

Andrews Ecology July 2010 Ecological Assessment of land proposed for development 
at Seale Hayne, near Newton Abbot, Devon. Report for Hydroc Consultants Ltd. 

Atkins 2012 Conitor Land, Newton Abbot: Report of bat surveys 2011 

Baker Consultants 2012: Environmental Statement for Hele Park. Ch 10. Ecology and 
Nature Conservation.  

 

3.4. Kingsteignton   

3.4.1. Summary of proposals in local plan  

The plan seeks to allocate 20ha of land for employment development and to support 
existing employment areas, allocate land with capacity for 385 new homes, provide a 
new primary school and support the continued supply (extraction) of ball clay. The 
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proposed land allocations lie to the north (KS1), northwest (KS3), and southeast (KS2, 
KS6 and KS7) of the town centre, with three smaller site allocations - KS4 in the centre 
of the town and KS5 and KS8 on the north eastern edge of the town. The relevant 
allocations are shown on Map 4 overleaf.  
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3.4.2. Summary of potential impacts on Greater Horseshoe bats derived 
from screening assessments  
 
The screening assessment for Kingsteignton (and Bovey Tracey) is presented in 
Appendix 2. It shows that KS1 Sands Copse lies within the 4kms sustenance zone for 
Chudleigh Caves SSSI and the boundary of the site forms part of a known strategic 
flyway along the Ugbrooke. The northern and eastern boundaries support tree lines, 
scrub and broadleaved woodland which are likely to be used as flyways and for 
foraging.   The large, central part of the site is of low value for greater horseshoes and 
could be developed provided the commuting routes along the boundaries are 
safeguarded.  
  
KS2 Ware Barton was considered to be of low value to greater horseshoes. Because 
of its links to the wider countryside along the northern banks of the Teign estuary 
development could provide an opportunity to enhance the habitat connectivity across 
this site through appropriate planting.  
 
KS3 Land at Abbrook lies within the 4kms sustenance zone for Chudleigh Caves 
SSSI and the western part of the site forms part of a known strategic flyway along the 
Ugbrooke. A greater horseshoe bat roost has been recorded in buildings on the south 
western part of the site; these buildings are due to be demolished under a European 
Protected Species licence and a dedicated bat roost is to be incorporated in the new 
development.  
 
Development of KS3 could impact the integrity of the SAC and detailed bat surveys will 
be required to ascertain detailed us of the site and consequently likely adverse effects, 
and potential mitigation measures. Currently there is no green infrastructure identified 
in the vicinity of KS3, but it does form part of the emerging green infrastructure core 
zone for the Bovey basin which may provide suitable mitigation opportunities. KS3 is 
one particular allocation where the preparation and submission of a bespoke Greater 
Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Plan (see section 2.2.1) will be critical, as it will be needed in 
order to inform the final proposed developable footprint. Once the level of greater 
horseshoe bat use of the site, and adjacent strategic flyway are established from the 
results of the bat surveys, sufficient green-space will need to be retained on site to 
protect those features used by the greater horseshoes, thus ensuring adverse effects 
on the integrity of the SAC are avoided. 
 
KS6 Penns Mount is surrounded by existing urban development including the A380 
dual carriageway and is considered to be of low value to greater horseshoe bats, apart 
from a narrow strip of land at the south western tip of the site that links to open 
countryside and particularly to the Hackney Marshes Nature reserve. This will require 
further assessment, although it is unlikely to significantly affect the integrity of the SAC. 
 
KS7  North of Passage House provides few landscape features of any value to 
greater horseshoe bats, and given its position, in an exposed location, and away from 
other key strategic flyways probably means that the site if of low value to the bats. 
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KS4 and KS5 are within urban settings, while KS8 is a brown field site bordering urban 
development with no obvious features of value to greater horseshoe bats and these 
three sites were not assessed further. 
 

 

3.4.3. Proposed mitigation  

A bespoke bat mitigation plan should be developed for KS1 and should focus on 
safeguarding the boundary flyways by retaining existing vegetation, enhancing the 
flyways through additional planting and ensuring there is no additional light spill due to 
the proposed development. 
 
Mitigation will be required for KS3 due to its position in the landscape next to optimal 
greater horseshoe bat commuting and foraging habitat, and with some existing 
valuable features onsite. A bespoke bat mitigation plan is required for this area and it 
is important that adequate provision be planned within the allocated site for mitigation 
of potential adverse effects.  Such measures should include retention and 
enhancement of boundary features to ensure an adequate buffer between 
development and the adjacent ‘strategic flyway’. A new dedicated bat roost is under 
construction as part of the proposed change of use at Abbrook works. Comprehensive 
mitigation for KS3 and other development in the Bovey Basin (see section 3.6) are 
planned in the emerging Bovey Basin green infrastructure plan.  
 

 3.4.4. Potential in combination effects 

The screening assessment for KS3 Land at Abbrook identified potential in combination 
effects with the proposed new route of the B3193 which will cross the Abbrook site. 
Planning permission for the road has recently been approved by Devon County 
Council and extensive mitigation measures have been incorporated into the design of 
the road, particularly to safeguard the flyway along the Ugbrooke. 
Further in combination impacts, affecting the Ugbrooke bat flyway, have been 
identified in relation to the diversion of the Ugbrooke to facilitate ball clay extraction.  
 

 3.4.5. Conclusions 

The two sites that may impact on the greater horseshoe population are KS1 and KS3. 
The screening assessment suggests that the impacts can be mitigated on KS1 with 
careful design and that the strategic flyways adjoining the site could be secured and 
enhanced as part of the proposed employment use. 
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The proposal for mixed use on KS3 does allow some opportunity for green 
infrastructure to be incorporated into the development scheme but residual impacts 
may require off site mitigation. 

 3.4.6. Area specific references 

 Devon County Council Nov 2012 Habitats Regulations Assessment of planning 
application no: DCC/3154/2010: Proposed realignment of the B3193, Chudleigh Road 
and the long term tip profile (25 years) for the Central Area Ball Clay Operations at 
Preston Manor Works, Kingsteignton, Newton Abbot.     

Nicholas Pearson Associates for Sibelco –series of 8 plans showing mitigation for the 
B3193. August 2012. 

Teignbridge District Council Internal Memo from Teignbridge biodiversity officer 
regarding a planning application for Abbrook Works: Change of use of former industrial 
sawmill site to playing fields for a period of 7 years. 19 May 2013.  

 

3.5. Kingkerswell  

3.5.1. Summary of proposals in local plan  

The plan seeks to allocate 0.5ha of land for employment development and to support 
existing employment areas, allocate land with capacity for 215 new homes and provide 
a country park along the Aller Brook as part of the Teignbridge green infrastructure 
strategy. The Kingkerswell bypass (South Devon Link Road) will help to reduce 
congestion once completed in 2015. The proposed land allocations lie to the east (KK1 
and KK2) and north (KK3) of the village centre, with a GI corridor (KK4) proposed 
along the western boundary of Kingkerswell. The relevant allocations are shown on 
Map 5 overleaf. 
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3.5.2. Summary of potential impacts on Greater Horseshoe bats derived 
from screening assessments  
 
The screening assessment for Kingkerswell (and Newton Abbot) is presented in 
Appendix 1. It showed that KK1 Land off Torquay road and Embury Close is 
divided by Aller Brook, a known strategic flyway, while the wet grasslands alongside 
the river are of recognised nature conservation value; it also lies within floodplain. 
Development in this area will be limited by the flood zone; the Aller Brook corridor 
provides an opportunity to maintain the flyway and to strengthen links to the wider 
countryside to the east of Kingkerswell through appropriate design and planting as 
described in section 3.3.3.  

KK2 Land to the rear of Mount Pleasant is a green field site bordering urban 
development; planning permission has already been approved on land to the south 
(the ecological survey informing permission on the southern field found no horseshoe 
bats). The field to the east of KK2 appears to be semi improved and may be of value 
for foraging greater horseshoes, flyways to this field should be retained and a new 
boundary hedge and tree line established along the eastern boundary of KK2. 

KK3 land to the rear of Barn Owl was assessed as being of low value to greater 
horseshoe bats so is not considered further in this report.  

KK4 Aller Valley Country Park this green corridor along the Aller Brook runs parallel 
to the Kingkerswell bypass route and will form a buffer between the village and the 
new A380 once the bypass is completed. The park will provide formal and informal 
greenspace, including sports facilities and an off-road route for walking and cycling. 
With careful design these proposals could provide an excellent flyway and potential 
foraging areas for bats.  

KK5 Village Centre, although this allocation is within an urban setting it includes a 
strategic flyway along the Aller Brook.  This bat commuting route should be maintained 
and enhanced, in combination effects with KK1 to the north should also be considered.  

KK6 Re opening of Kingkerswell station should not give rise to any new impacts for 
greater horseshoe  bats as it is surrounded by built development. This policy has now 
been subsumed into Policy HT1.  

3.5.3 Proposed Mitigation  

KK1 will require mitigation to protect the strategic flyway along Aller Brook just to the 
south of the proposed allocation. This could be achieved through on site mitigation to 
prevent light spill from the development, supported by appropriate planting along the 
southern boundary to enhance the flyway. A similar approach should be adopted for 
KK2 and KK5; careful design will be required to ensure that a dark corridor is retained 
through the Village Centre allocation.  

Mitigation for the potential loss of foraging habitat within KK1 and KK2 can be 
achieved through the future management of Aller Valley country Park (KK4) which 
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should focus on  the establishment of optimal bat habitat following the generic 
mitigation measures set out in section 3.3.3 (Box 1).   

3.5.4. Potential in combination effects 

There is a strong strategic link between Newton Abbot GI (NA3) and Aller Valley 
Country Park (KK4) which could provide enhanced foraging for greater horseshoes 
and a safe flyway through the landscape. The two green corridors are severed by the 
new Kingskerswell bypass (A380); currently this road scheme includes underpasses 
for lesser horseshoe bats which should provide effective mitigation. 

3.5.5. Conclusions 

The retention and enhancement of the Aller Valley Country Park provides essential 
mitigation allowing greater horseshoes to move freely along the undeveloped corridor 
between Kingskerswell and Newton Abbot. Potential adverse impacts have been 
mitigated through the provision of bat underpasses under the new A380 by pass. 

Management of the Country Park should assist greater horseshoes by providing 
suitable habitats for feeding and commuting.  

3.5.6. Area specific references 

None  

 

3.6. Bovey Tracey:  

3.6.1. Summary of proposals in local plan 

The plan seeks to allocate 3ha of land for employment development and to support 
existing employment area, allocate land with capacity for 470 homes, 3 ha of space for 
additional sports pitches and 1.8 ha for a new primary school. A new community 
building and public open space is also proposed. The relevant allocations are shown 
on Map 6.  
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3.6.2. Summary of potential impacts on Greater Horseshoe bats derived 
from screening assessments  
The screening assessment for Bovey Tracey (and Kingsteignton) is presented in 
Appendix 2, four additional sites were assessed in May 2013 and this report is 
presented in Appendix 3.  
 
Most of the town of Bovey Tracey lies within the ‘sustenance zones’ for the Chudleigh 
Caves SSSI component of the South Hams SAC and/or the Haytor and Smallacombe 
Mines SSSI component of the SAC. The river Bovey which flows through the town is a 
known strategic flyway. As a consequence all but one of the proposed land allocations 
were assessed as sensitive.  
 
BT1 Dean Park lies just north of the sustenance zones and on the northern edge of 
the river Bovey strategic flyway. It supports suitable habitat for greater horseshoes with 
well developed boundary hedges and is regarded as a sensitive site.  

 
The allocation BT2 Bradley Bends was deleted from the plan in light of the Council’s 
approval of the proposed submission Local Plan.  The screening assessment indicated 
that the site was particularly sensitive for greater horseshoes. 
 
BT2A Land north of Indio House also provides optimal greater horseshoe foraging 
habitat with well grown hedgerows and tree lines linked to strategic flyways. 
 
BT2B Coal yard site forms part of the existing light industrial estate between the A382 
(to the west) and Mill Marsh Park (to the East). There is a strong tree-lined boundary 
adjacent to Mill Marsh Park, and this forms a valuable buffer between the lit business 
units and the unlit park. 
 
The park and sports field is the most likely route for bats flying along the River Bovey, 
and provide an undeveloped corridor through what is otherwise a pinch-point on the 
‘strategic flyway’. It is possible that some of the old buildings (particularly on the 
eastern edge of the site) could support roosting bats, particularly adjacent to Mill 
Marsh Park. 
 

BT2C Old Newton Road This site is comprised of a circular grazed field surrounded by 
a broad belt of mature deciduous woodland. This woodland cover is only broken for 
the site access onto Old Newton Road, and for a larger gap on the southern side 
adjacent to the heathland SSSI. A line of mature trees runs along the boundary across 
this latter gap. 
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The site forms one of only two significant breaks (i.e. greater than 20m) in the built 
development that runs along almost the entire length of the A382 between the A38 
dual carriageway to the southeast (approx. 2km) and the northern edge of Bovey 
Tracey to the north and northwest (approx. 2km). As such, while not identified as a 
strategic flyway, the site must be considered to be a potentially important route for 
greater horseshoes moving in an east–west and west-east direction around the 
southern side of Bovey Tracey (for example between the Chudleigh SAC roost and the 
Haytor and Smallacombe Mine SAC roost). The site is a potential pinch point as it is 
the only route between foraging areas to the north and south of the built development, 
as can be seen in Figure 1 below.   
 

 
Figure 1: Aerial photo of BT2C Old Newton road (in red) showing development 
to either side of the allocated site and potential bat flyways (in yellow) 
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BT2D Abbey Road Primary School lies in the heart of Bovey Tracey and is 
surrounded by existing urban development. As such it is of low value for greater 
horseshoe bats.  

 
BT3 Challabrook Farm supports cattle grazed fields with well developed hedgerows.  
The screening indicated that this site provided optimal foraging habitat for greater 
horseshoe bats.  
  
BT4 Land off Le Molay Littry Way consists of small un- grazed fields with a network 
of mature hedgerows and mature trees intersecting the site and is likely to be suitable 
for greater horseshoes. 
 
BT5 Town Centre lies in the heart of Bovey Tracey and is surrounded by existing 
urban development. As such it is of low value for greater horseshoe bats. 
 
BT6 Heathfield part of this allocation is remnant semi natural heathland and scrub and 
may provide casual foraging for greater horseshoe bats: this will require detailed 
surveys. It is isolated from main block of heathland to the north west (SSSI). It is 
important to establish and maintain a dark corridor for commuting bats along the 
western boundary and ensure that the strategic link with BT2C (Old Newton road to 
the north) is maintained. 

 
3.6.3 Proposed mitigation  
 
A strategic approach is required to: 

 
 protect the strategic flyways through the town, 
 identify pinch points such as BT2C 
 retain connectivity between foraging areas on either side of the town  
 mitigate cumulative losses of foraging habitat within the sustenance zones  

 
A bespoke bat mitigation strategy is required for this area to ensure that overall 
connectivity is maintained for greater horseshoe bats moving around the area.  

 

3.6.4. Potential in combination effects 

Bovey Tracey is located on the northwest edge of the Bovey Basin which contains 
important ball clay deposits. Potential in combination impacts have been identified 
within this area which may result in increased pressure on pinch points through and 
around the town, as well as contributing to a cumulative loss of foraging areas and 
linear features used by commuting bats. 
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3.6.5. Conclusions 
 
The site allocations in and around Bovey Tracey are regarded as sensitive for greater 
horseshoes bats. A bespoke bat mitigation plan is required to address potential 
impacts both from the allocated sites and in combination with neighbouring proposals 
in the Bovey Basin. 
  
The mitigation plan should consider both the short term impacts of proposals in this 
area and the need to maintain existing flyways and foraging areas within the Bovey 
Basin, and to set out a longer term approach to the restoration of former ball clay 
extraction sites to appropriate land use for greater horseshoes.  

 
3.6.6. Area specific references 

Devon County Council 2012 List of Planning permissions for the Bovey Basin.  

Devon County Council Nov 2012 Habitats Regulations Assessment of planning 
application no: DCC/3154/2010: Proposed realignment of the B3193, Chudleigh Road 
and the long term tip profile (25 years) for the Central Area Ball Clay Operations at 
Preston Manor Works, Kingsteignton, Newton Abbot.     

Ecopro Ecological Consultancy for Devon County Council, April 2012. Report: 
Appraisal of potential impacts of sites identified for future mineral extraction in the 
Bovey basin on greater horseshoe bats and South Hams SAC. 

Hives Planning Ltd Sept 2008 Ilford Park Environmental Statement. Appendix 5.1 

Michel Hughes Associates for WBB Minerals October 2007 Environmental Statement: 
Proposed Residential Development Land at New Cross Kingsteignton, Devon. 

Michel Hughes Associates for WBB Minerals March 2008 Newcross to East Golds 
Environmental Statement chapter 6 –Biodiversity and nature conservation 

PLANeco J Wallwork 2012 Phase 2 Bat Activity Survey Bradley Road, Bovey Tracey. 
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3.7. Chudleigh:  

3.7.1. Summary of proposals in local plan 

The plan seeks to allocate 2ha of land for employment development and allocate land 
with capacity for at least 435 homes. These proposals are supported by improvements 
to the range and quality of local community, sports, recreational facilities and green 
infrastructure. The relevant allocations are shown on Map 7 overleaf.  
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3.7.2. Summary of potential impacts on Greater Horseshoe bats derived 
from screening assessments and bat survey reports.  
 
The screening assessment for Chudleigh is presented in Appendix 4. Parts of 
Chudleigh lie within the 1km Young Sustenance Zone for the Chudleigh Caves 
component of the SAC, and all of it falls within the 4km Roost Sustenance Zone. 
Therefore, careful consideration was given to the maintenance of flyways leading to 
and from the caves, and adjoining foraging areas.  
 
15 sites were assessed as part of the original screening. Subsequently, a number of 
sensitive sites for greater horseshoes were ruled out as not suitable for development 
(e.g. site number 7 at Palace Mill); others now form part of the green infrastructure 
proposals around Chudleigh.  The information presented here refers to the allocations 
in the Local Plan Proposed Submission document, the site numbers used in the 
original screening are given in brackets for quick cross reference to the more detailed 
information contained in the site screening assessment in Appendix 4. 

 
Further survey work has been carried out at Chudleigh by Kestrel Wildlife Consultants 
Ltd and Ecologic on behalf of Teignbridge District Council to confirm flyways and key 
foraging areas around the town. Additional information is also available from a series 
of ecological reports prepared by developers for certain sites. This information has 
been used to identify important features for greater horseshoes in and around 
Chudleigh and these features (flyways and foraging areas) have been incorporated 
into the green infrastructure allocations in CH9 and allocation policies.  
 
CH1 land at Rocklands (includes sites numbers 2, 3, 4 and 5 from original 
screening). Most of this site is under permanent pasture with a network of well grown 
hedgerows and tree lines across the site. Survey work has identified important bat 
flyways on the northern and eastern edge of the area adjacent to Rocklands Vale and 
Station Hill, on the northern and western edge of the area west of Oldway lane, and to 
the west of Rocklands Vale adjacent to Oldway Lane itself. These are shown in figure 
2. (Duvergé 2010), and in figure 3  (Ecologic 2011). 
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Figure 2: Strategic bat flyways identified in and around Chudleigh in 2010. The 
flyways to the south west of the town lead into tunnels under the A 38 which are 
known to be used by greater horseshoe bats.  

 
 
These flyways are strategically important as they lead into an underpass below the 
A38 that links to Chudleigh Caves and to the woodlands to the north of the dual 
carriageway. The routes are clearly identified as GI and form part of CH9. 

 
 
 
  



P a g e  | 51 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

Figure 3: Strategic bat flyways identified in the south western edge of Chudleigh 
in 2011.  

 
 

CH2 Land north east of Chudleigh (includes site 19 and part of site number 18, from 
original screening). The site is under permanent pasture with well grown hedges and 
tree lines. Survey work identified an important flyway along the Kate Brook, close to 
the current sports centre, which links to foraging areas to the north east of Chudleigh. 
The proposal is for housing, leisure and GI, brought together through a Master plan. 
The bat flyways can be safeguarded through careful design, which should include 
enhancements to the flyway along Kate Brook and strengthening some of the 
boundary hedges through additional planting.   
 
CH3 Land around James House (site number 10 from original screening) this site is 
under permanent pasture with well developed, mature hedgerows and tall trees. There 
are known bat flyways along the north eastern boundary which should be protected by 
a 25m buffer strip should development proceed.  

 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37898&p=0
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CH4 Land at Colway Lane (site number 11 from original screening). This site is 
bounded on three sides by built development and roads, with a hedgerow on the 
eastern boundary. This feature may be used by bats but links to the B3344 and there 
is no obvious onward flyway. There are opportunities to strengthen links across the 
northern edge of Chudleigh by enhancing linear features within CH3 and CH4 in 
association with the adjoining GI corridor. 
   
CH5 Land at Grovelands (site number 12 from original screening). This site was 
considered to be of low value for greater horseshoe bats and is not considered further 
in this report. 
 
CH6 North West of Town Centre (part of site number 19 from original screening). 
This part of the site was considered to be of limited value to bats, whereas the two 
fields to the south were of higher quality with flyways along the southern boundary and 
these have been incorporated into the GI along the north east boundary of the town. 
 
CH9 Green Infrastructure (site numbers 1,9,17,19 and parts of 3,4,5 and 18 from 
original screening). The GI allocation includes sites which were identified as being of 
high value to greater horseshoe bats for foraging and/or support known flyways, some 
of which would benefit from enhancement.      
  

3.7.3 Proposed mitigation 
 
The proposals for Chudleigh have been informed by the original site screening and by 
additional survey work commissioned by Teignbridge to determine flyways around the 
town. This has been supplemented by detailed bat surveys from developers, and 
represents best practice to protect and enhance the greater horseshoe bat population. 
This information should be used to develop a bespoke bat mitigation plan for the area. 
Where potential impacts have been identified on sites allocated for development these 
can be mitigated through careful design and management of the adjoining GI, as set 
out in Box 1. 
  

3.7.4. Potential in combination effects 

Potential cumulative impacts due to recent housing developments in the south western 
part of the town combined together with the CH1 land allocations were identified early 
on.  GI corridors have been allocated along the margins of CH1 and between the two 
blocks allocated for development to safeguard important flyways.  
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3.7.5. Conclusions 
 
Safeguarding the greater horseshoe bat population in and around Chudleigh has been 
a major consideration in the land allocations proposed for the town. An extensive 
green corridor has been identified that will secure flyways and access to good foraging 
areas for greater horseshoe bats close to their roost at Chudleigh Caves.  

 

3.7.6. Area specific references 

Bioscan (UK) Ltd for Hallam Land Management Ltd Nov 2001 report: Land at Old Way, 
Chudleigh Ecological Assessment.  

Duvergé, L. 2010. Report on bat surveys carried out on Greater Horseshoe Bat travel 
routes around Chudleigh, Devon, during the autumn of 2010. Kestrel Wildlife 
Consultants report to Teignbridge District Council. 

EAD Ecological Consultants July 2010 report: Cypress House, Chudleigh: Bat 
assessment report  

Ecologic 2011 Chudleigh Caves Greater Horseshoe Bat Activity Surveys Report for 
Teignbridge District Council. 

RPS Nov 2010 report: Coburg Fields, Chudleigh, Devon Ecological Assessment 
chapter 7 bat survey  

Wills, D.F. Jan 2005 Bat and Wildlife survey report: Barns at Lower Heightly Farm 
Chudleigh, Devon  

 

4. Conclusions  

The policies and land allocations identified in the Teignbridge Local Plan submission 
have been informed by an understanding of the ecological requirements of greater 
horseshoe bats and relevant studies relating to the South Devon SAC bat population. 
The proposed sites were subject to a screening process to identify those that could 
have an impact on the integrity of the SAC. As a result of this iterative screening some 
sites were subsequently deleted from the plan and others revised to include adequate 
mitigation as part of green infrastructure allocations.  

Teignbridge District Council has identified four strategic measures to ensure that the 
greater horseshoe bat population is safeguarded in the long term through: 
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1. 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 and Kingkerswell, Kingsteignton and Bovey 
Tracey. Teignbridge Local plan draft submission includes a detailed Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (Appendix G). 

2. A series of bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat Mitigation Plans are to be 
developed for each of the major settlements, or other coherent geographic areas. 

3. Biodiversity offsetting: The South Hams SAC is one of DEFRA’s national 
biodiversity off setting pilot projects with a focus on greater horseshoe bats.   

4. Large-scale mitigation strategy: Recent discussions between the five relevant 
planning authorities for the South Hams SAC suggest that the preparation of 
Greater Horseshoe bat Mitigation Strategy (published as supplementary planning 
guidance) specifically to address how development management decisions will 
be made in relation to the SAC would be beneficial.  

 

These strategic measures will establish a framework from which to assess individual 

development proposals as they come forward.  
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Appendix 1: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential 
for Development in the Teignbridge Core Strategy – Newton 
Abbot and Kingkerswell. 

Double click on the attachment to open it in full screen view. 
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REPORT UNDERTAKEN BY KESTREL WILDLIFE CONSULTANTS 
LTD  

 
GREATER HORSESHOE BATS – SOUTH HAMS SPECIAL AREA OF 

CONSERVATION 
 

Site Screening in Respect of Sites with Potential for Development 
in the  

Teignbridge Core Strategy 
 

Newton Abbott and Kingskerswell 
 

May 2012 
 
1.0 Background 
 
1.1 The following report, commissioned by Teignbridge District Council (TDC), provides
results  on site screening undertaken at a number of sites in and around Newton Abbott
and  Kingskerswell. 

 
1.2 These sites have been identified by TDC as having potential for future development
and are  shown on Maps 1 to 4 at the end of this report.  The specific areas are listed
below and a  corresponding number shows their location on the maps. The sites shown
are indicative and  the boundaries should not be seen as definitive. 

 
1.3 There is potential that some of these sites will fall within or close to the strategic
flyways and  sustenance zones for Greater Horseshoe Bats (GHBs) identified by Natural 
England in its  planning guidance relating to the South Hams Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC)1.  Consequently, any future development on these sites could have
implications for integrity of  the SAC and the bats using it. 

 
1.4 This report will form a part of the evidence base prepared by the Council for the 
submission  of the preferred areas and options in the Core Strategy.  This evidence
base will provide the  necessary information to consider sites that may have potential for 
future development. 
 

Sites under consideration within Kingskerswell (See Map 1) 
 

2 – KK 1 Land off Torquay Road and Embury Place 
3 – KK 3 Land to the rear of Barn Owl 
4 – KK 4 Aller Valley Country Park 
5 – KK 6 Re-opening Kingskerswell Station 
 

Sites under consideration within Newton Abbott (See Map 2) 
 

6 – NA 1 Houghton Barton 
7 – NA 2 Whitehill 
8 – NA 3 Woolborough 
9 – NA 5 New housing at Buckland Barton 
10 – NA 7 Heart of Teignbridge Northern Link Road 

                                                        
1 South Hams SAC – Greater Horseshoe Consultation Zone Planning Guidance (Natural England June 2010) 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37899&p=0
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 Appendix 2: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential 
for Development in the Teignbridge Core Strategy – Bovey 
Tracey and Kingsteingnton 

Double click on the attachment to open it in full screen view. 
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GHB Report for Bovey Tracey and Kingsteignton April 3rd 2012 

REPORT UNDERTAKEN BY KESTREL WILDLIFE CONSULTANTS 
LTD  

 
GREATER HORSESHOE BATS – SOUTH HAMS SPECIAL AREA OF 

CONSERVATION 
 

Site Screening in Respect of Sites  
with Potential for Development in the  

Teignbridge Core Strategy: 
Bovey Tracey and Kingsteignton 

 
 
 

March 2012 
 
 
1.0 Background 
 
1.1 The following report, commissioned  by Teignbridge District Council (TDC), provides
results  on site screening undertaken at a number of sites in and around Bovey Tracey
and  Kingsteignton. 

 
1.2 These sites have been identified by TDC as having potential for future development 
and are  shown on Maps 1 and 2 at the end of this report.  The specific areas are listed 
below and a  corresponding number shows their location on the maps. The sites shown
are indicative and  the boundaries should not be seen as definitive. 

 
1.3 There is potential that these sites will fall within or close to the strategic flyways and
 sustenance zones for Greater Horseshoe Bats (GHBs) identified by Natural England in 
its  planning guidance relating to the South Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC)1. 
 Consequently, any future development on these sites could have implications for
integrity of  the SAC and the bats using it. 

 
1.4 This report will form a part of the evidence base prepared by the Council for the 
submission  of the preferred areas and options in the Core Strategy.  This evidence
base will provide the  necessary information to consider sites that may have potential for 
future development. 
 
 

Sites under consideration within Bovey Tracey (See Map 1) 
 

2 – BT 1 Dean Park 
3 – BT 2 Bradley Bends 
4 – BT 3 Challabrook Farm 
5 – BT 4 Land Off Le Molay Littry Way 
 
 

Sites under consideration within Kingsteignton (See Map 2) 
 
6 – KS 1 Sands Copse 
7 – KS 2 Ware Barton 
8 – KS 3 Land at Abbrook 

                                                        
1 South Hams SAC – Greater Horseshoe Consultation Zone Planning Guidance (Natural England June 2010) 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37900&p=0
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Appendix 3: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential 
for Development in the Teignbridge Core Strategy – Bovey 
Tracey - additional sites May 2013. 

Double click on the attachment to open it in full screen view. 
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REPORT UNDERTAKEN BY KESTREL WILDLIFE CONSULTANTS LTD
 

GREATER HORSESHOE BATS – SOUTH HAMS SPECIAL AREA OF 
CONSERVATION 

 
Site Screening in Respect of Sites  

with Potential for Development in the  
Teignbridge Core Strategy 

 
 
 

May 2013 
 
 
1.0 Background 
 
1.1 The following report, commissioned  by Teignbridge District Council (TDC), provides results
 on site screening undertaken at a number of sites in and around Bovey Tracey. 

 
1.2 These sites have been identified by TDC as having potential for future development and are
 shown on Maps 1 to 4 at the end of this report.  The specific areas are listed below and a
 corresponding number shows their location on the maps. The sites shown are indicative and 
 the boundaries should not be seen as definitive. 

 
1.3 There is potential that these sites will fall within or close to the strategic flyways and
 sustenance zones for Greater Horseshoe Bats (GHBs) identified by Natural England in its
 planning guidance relating to the South Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC)1. 
 Consequently, any future development on these sites could have implications for integrity of
 the SAC and the bats using it. 

 
1.4 This report will form a part of the evidence base prepared by the Council for the submission 
 of the preferred areas and options in the Core Strategy.  This evidence base will provide the
 necessary information to consider sites that may have potential for future development. 
 
 

Sites under consideration within Bovey Tracey (See Map 1) 
 

2 – BT 2A North of Indio House 
3 – BT 2B Coal Yard Site 
4 – BT 2C Old Newton Road 
5 – BT 2D Abbey Road Primary School 
 
 

 Sites Visits 
 
1.5 The following report was informed by sites visits undertaken on the 6th and 15th March 2013 

by M. Oxford.  Access for these visits was obtained from public rights of way or from views
obtained from adjacent roads.  

 
  

                                                        
1 South Hams SAC – Greater Horseshoe Consultation Zone Planning Guidance (Natural England June 2010)

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37990&p=0
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 Appendix 4: Site screening in Respect of sites with Potential 
for Development in the Teignbridge Core Strategy – 
Chudleigh. 

Double click on the attachment to open it in full screen view. 



P a g e  | 64 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

REPORT UNDERTAKEN BY KESTREL WILDLIFE CONSULTANTS LTD
 

GREATER HORSESHOE BATS – SOUTH HAMS SPECIAL AREA OF 
CONSERVATION 

 
Site Screening in Respect of Sites  

with  
Potential for Development in Chudleigh 

 
March 2011 

 
Background 
 
1. The following report, commissioned  by Teignbridge District Council (TDC), provides results

on site screening undertaken at a number of SHLAA sites in and around Chudleigh. 
 

2. These sites have been identified by TDC as having potential for future development and are
shown on Map 1 in Appendix 1 of this report.  The specific areas are listed below and a
corresponding number shows their location on the maps. The sites shown are indicative and
the boundaries should not be seen as definitive. 
 

3. There is potential that these sites will fall within or close to the strategic flyways and
sustenance zones for Greater Horseshoe Bats (GHBs) identified by Natural England in its
planning guidance relating to the South Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC)1.
Consequently, any future development on these sites could have implications for integrity of
the SAC and the bats using it. 

 
4. This report will form a part of the Local Development Framework evidence base prepared by

the TDC.  This evidence base will provide the necessary information to consider sites that
may have potential for future development. 

 
 
Sites within under consideration within Chudleigh 
 

1 – Land adjoining Oldway 
2 – Land west of Oldway 
3 – Land adjacent to Rocklands Vale 
4 – Land at Rocklands Vale 
5 – Land at Station Hill (Part of South Oldway) 
6 – Land at Coburg Fields 
7 – Land at Palace Mill 
8 – Land at Inner Bell Field 
9 – Land at Bottle Bridge Hill 
10 – Land around James House 
11 – Land at Colway Lane 
12 – Land adjacent to Grovelands 
13 – Land at Chudleigh Sports Ground  
14 – Land at Old Chapel, Exeter Road 
15 – Land at Church Hill Meadow 

                                                        
1 South Hams SAC – Greater Horseshoe Consultation Zone Planning Guidance - Natural England June 2010 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37902&p=0


P a g e  | 65 

 

 

Kestrel Wildlife Consultants Ltd TDC Greater Horseshoe Bat Evidence report final 20130610  

Tel: 01884 35107 Mob: 07884 341683     E mail: consultants@kestrelwildlife.co.uk 

 

Appendix 5: Teignbridge Local Plan: Desk top assessment of 
six additional sites in Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton, 
Kingkerswell and Bovey Tracey. 

Double click on the attachment to open it in full screen view. 
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