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Introduction 

This summary of responses has been produced at the request of the Planning 

Inspector to aid his understanding of many of the key issues that have been raised in 

relation to the policies within the Submission Local Plan. It is a collation of 

summaries produced for our own use following the Publication stage that ran 

between November 7th and December 19th 2012. 

The comments from statutory consultees, landowners and local groups have been 

highlighted, with more general comments grouped. Each named respondent also 

has their unique reference number listed and each policy heading sets out how many 

respondents indicated support or objection to the Plan. In many instances, no such 

indication was given. 

The summary is supplementary to the full responses submitted, which have all been 

sent to the Inspector and are available on the Council’s website. It is not intended to 

be an alternative to the full responses. There has been no intention to misrepresent 

comments made or avoid reporting comments that challenge the soundness of the 

Plan. Anyone who has made a representation to the Plan still has the opportunity to 

speak at the examination. 

It should be noted that, since the summaries were first produced following the 

Proposed Submission stage at the end of 2012, Natural England has withdrawn its 

objections to S15, S19, S20, KS1, KS3, BT2A, BT2B, BT3, CH1, CH2 and CH3 and 

has signed off the Council’s Habitat Regulations Assessment. Other minor changes 

have been recommended to the Inspector, to take account of other issues raised. 

These can be viewed on the Council’s website or as part of the Local Plan library 

held at the Council’s offices. 

Neighbouring authorities have also agreed with approaches to deal with cross-

boundary issues, as set out in the Duty to Co-operate statement. This document is 

also available to view. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

Torbay Council (16630) – A short paragraph describing the structure of the 

document and referring to maps would help. 

CPRE (17084K) – contest the evidence and support for ‘transformational growth’. No 

support for grouping the settlements at the ‘Heart of Teignbridge’. Contest the 

effectiveness and depth of community involvement in the preparation of the Plan. 

Associated British Ports (16665A) and Teignmouth Harbour Commission 

(16692) – Chapter 1 should be amended to reflect the benefits the port brings to the 

District and support existing businesses and job retention. 

Coombesend Road Residents (25531A) – need greater recognition of importance 

of balancing growth with protection and enhancement of the natural and historic 

environment. Paragraph 1.16 should refer to enhancement of quality environment. 

Dartmoor National Park (443B) – commending changes to Plan suggested by 

Dartmoor National Park as good example of Duty to Cooperate.  

RSPB (223ZA and 223Y) – suggest amendments to paragraphs 1.08 and 1.16 to 

include reference to enhancement.  

Marine Management Organisation (25458A) – Suggest amendment to paragraph 

1.12, to better define the area covered by the Marine Plan. 

Devon County Council (21406) – Plan should refer to emerging Education 

Infrastructure Plan, as a strategy relevant to, and supporting, the delivery of the 

Local Plan. 

Chapter 2 Strategy 

Associated British Ports (16665A) – the plan should reflect the importance of 

Teignmouth Port to the area. 

Arnold White Estates (17405) – the Heart of Teignbridge area should include the 

Drumbridges area and the commitments at Ilford Park should be on the Policies 

Map. 

Policy S1A Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development (4 responses in 

Support; 8 Object) 

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580) – remove policy, as it will result in unbridled 

development and has not been subject to consultation. 

Exeter Estates Ltd (17053) – suggest minor wording changes. 

CPRE (17084) – remove 2nd sentence and clarify sustainable development. 
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Clarence Developments (21297) – add supporting text to indicate how the 

presumption is to be monitored and sustainable development brought forward. 

Inox (25558) – add reference to NPPF and need for five year supply in supporting 

text. 

Policy S1 Sustainable Development Criteria (6 Support; 9 Object) 

RSPB (223) – the plan should not just protect the environment but enhance it. Re-

word h) to: Achieving a net gain in biodiversity and safeguarding geodiversity. 

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580) – Include a requirement for any development 

to have regard to the impact from land contamination or ground instability. 

Exeter Estates Ltd (17053) – Delete the words “Subject to other Development Plan 

policies which may determine the suitability of the location for the proposed 

development and provide more specific or overriding requirements in a particular 

case” and insert the word “All”. Location of development should be added to the list 

of criteria. 

CPRE (17084) – Unfair bias towards economic growth. The policy should state 

which material considerations could prevail against granting permission such as high 

level landscape protections 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – the policy doesn’t have regard to the positive social and 

economic objectives that are important in a balanced approach to sustainable 

development. Delete reference to “perform well against” and replace with 

“demonstrate how they have taken into consideration”. The policy should include 

provision for the consideration of investment and benefit to the local economy. 

Heritage Developments SW Ltd (21413) –give priority to development proposals 

well related to existing settlements which support existing / make provision for new 

facilities and services. 

Marine Management Organisation (25458) – Amend g) to include seascape as 

well as landscape. 

Other comments 

 Should mention renewable energy use in construction and operation of new 

buildings to reduce carbon production. 

Policy S2 Quality Development (7 Support; 5 Object) 

RSPB (223) – Include provision for opportunities for urban biodiversity in new 

development e.g. nesting sites, planting and management of landscaped areas. In k) 

add “protected and priority species of conservation concern” to the list of 

environmental assets, and include a further objective “enhance the value of new 

developments for biodiversity through appropriate landscaping and building design”.  
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Natural England (20045) –policy should include reference to appropriate inclusion 

of green infrastructure 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – should mention renewable energy use in 

construction and operation of new buildings to reduce carbon production. 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – agree with the policy but in f) there should still be 

sufficient parking to meet the requirements of development 

Heritage Developments SW Ltd (21413) – support S2 where high quality design 

facilitates physical and community integration with adjacent areas 

South West HARP Planning Consortium (21482) – support use of ‘Building for 

Life’ criteria to assess new developments without specifying requirements to achieve 

a particular score 

Marine Management Organisation (25458) – amend to include seascape as well 

as landscape in k) 

Policy S3 Land for Business, General Industry and Storage and Distribution (1 

Support; 14 Object) 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – Redraft to avoid the long term protection of sites 

allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of them coming 

forward. Policy does not consider the viability issues associated with bringing 

forward employment sites – need to consider mixed uses / cross funding.  

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – insufficient allocation of employment land – 

should be more than 6 ha for Dawlish based on population. 

Exeter Estates Ltd (17053) – Plan does not provide sufficient employment 

floorspace and should allocate more at Exeter.  

CPRE (17084) – figures too high and need to be moderated depending on housing 

and economic growth targets and to avoid highly protected landscape of the Teign 

Estuary. More detail necessary on the type of higher quality jobs to be created. 

Arnold White Estates (17405) –unclear how this controlled allocation will be 

achieved. Should encourage employment development without imposing artificial 

limits (provided environmental concerns are addressed) and be more flexible. Policy 

S3 should recognise the committed 4.5 ha employment site at Ilford Park. 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – supports 60% + distribution at the heart of Teignbridge. 

Recognise employment outside traditional employment use classes; add text at the 

end of the first sentence “in addition to the Council’s support for wider economic 

development”. 

Transition Newton Abbot Community Interest Company (17639) – Council’s 

Economic Development and Infrastructure Delivery Plans do not give confidence that 
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employment land will be delivered due to low prioritisation. There should be clearer 

links to housing numbers. Plan needs to be more specific on mix of employment or 

risk low pay and unskilled jobs. Need greater focus on investment and pro-active 

support to encourage economic activity. 

Newton Abbot Community Interest Company (18918) – Need to increase quality 

of employment and seek to reduce out commuting and carbon emissions. Housing 

and jobs should be synchronised. Insufficient employment proposed to meet existing 

job deficit. Infrastructure Delivery Plan needs to prioritise employment. 

Bovis Homes (21303) – Confusion between the 5% distribution figure for SW Exeter 

in S3 [which is 3 hectares of the 60 hectare total] and the 5 hectares allocated in 

SWE2. Does the 5 hectares include employment uses outside the B classes? 

Heritage Developments SW Ltd (21413) – Include provision for 3% of employment 

land at the defined villages and include B uses as part of mixed use schemes. 

Skypark Development Partnership LLP (21531) – Object to S3 and the allocation 

of 5 hectares of employment land at SWE3. There is no demonstrable need for 

additional employment land in the Growth Point 

Coombesend Road Residents Association (25531) – excessive allocation, will 

attract inward commuting and exceed environmental limits on allocations. Reduce to 

2.4 hectares per annum 

Other comments 

 Insufficient employment land provided to meet the number of jobs needed in 

relation to the proposed level of housing growth - will result in increased levels 

of travel to work outside the district.  

 The plan does not explain how 300 jobs will be created each year.  

 Housing proposals at Dawlish are out of scale with the planned increase in 

employment.  

 Development will impact on tourism – visitors will be discouraged from visiting 

the area.  

 There should be a correlation between growth in population and housing 

provision with the availability a and provision of employment 

Policy S4 Land for New Homes (6 Support; 154 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) Teignbridge and East Devon should meet the 3,000 need at 

Exeter that isn’t in their adopted plan, based on RSS figures of 15,900. Changes in 

housing market would affect demand rather than need. Overall target should be 

based on RSS, 20% buffer and previous shortfalls, suggesting figures of 18,360-

19,080. Agree with overall distribution but question low level at Teignmouth and 

more growth possible on the fringes of Exeter. 
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Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – assessment of TDC requirement is 14,123, using 5 

year figure from 2012 HMA but reverting to 2007 report/2010 update to reflect likely 

economic upturn in latter part of the Plan. Suggest change S4 to refer to 704 

dwellings pa, change Dawlish to 12%, amend supporting text (2.12) to 704 dpa, 

14,080 over 20 years and (2.13) to allocating 9,290 dwellings totalling 12,884, 

meeting overall need of 14,100. At the end of para add ‘The remainder will be 

delivered later in the plan period on sites yet to be identified’. 

Exminster Parish Council (404D) – SW Exeter figure is 16-22%, not ‘about 15%’ 

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570C) –growth through Neighbourhood Plans 

could be 1000-2000 new homes. Suggest additional point added to refer to ‘5-10% 

through Neighbourhood Plans’.  

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587B) question the HMA evidence base and 

assumptions - more deaths than births and reduced in-migration. Need to include 

windfalls and reassess population figures used, considered to be too high as based 

on time before the economic downturn.  

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580B) – para 2.12 – Newcross and Rackerhayes 

are not permitted, still awaiting s106 to be signed, so 740 of the 2756 ‘not started’ is 

in doubt, casting doubt over the Plan. 

Torbay Council (16630) – Torbay revising HMA evidence, may be that the two 

HMAs are not as self contained as suggested in original SHMA (2007). Question 

whether spare capacity identified through SHLAA should be factored in to policy. 

Need joint work on affordable housing as Torbay has 3 times the amount of social 

rented as Teignbridge and wish to redress the balance of their housing supply. 

Consider that affordable housing percentage and proposed density is low, which 

implies more capacity exists for growth. 

Arnold White Estates (17405A) – To ensure adequate delivery overall numbers 

should increase to allow choice and flexibility. Unrealistic to rely on accelerated 

growth in latter part of the plan or rely on flexibility approach set out in para 2.16 as 

the rate of windfalls is likely to decrease. Should include a residential allocation at 

Ilford Park as part of ‘an employment and residential node at Ilford Park/Drumbridges 

linking to Heathfield, Coldeast and surrounding areas’. This site should also be part 

of Heart of Teignbridge. 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – no justification to change from Preferred Options level of 

proposed growth (740dpa and 60% at Heart of Teignbridge)  

The Clifford Estate Company (17600) – advocate inclusion of specific housing 

targets for each settlement within S4 to increase certainty. Should increase housing 

in case sites don’t come forward, suggesting by 10% (in Chudleigh to be met at CH2 

to avoid need for further allocations). 
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Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036E) – reduction in numbers is 

unsound, doesn’t significantly boost the supply of new homes or meet objectively 

assessed need and should remain at 740dpa. 20% buffer should be included for first 

5 years. No justification to reduce Hear of Teignbridge % from 60 to 50. The policy 

should refer to ‘at least’. 

Clarence Developments (21297M + N) – the Plan does not allocate enough 

housing and overall figure should include undersupply from previous years and use 

of SHMA 2007/2010 figures. Shortfall from 2001-2012 should be ‘at least 1,433’. 

There is no allowance made for non-implementation. Question the changes in the 

assessment in the 2010 and 2012 HMA reports which led to the reduction in overall 

need. 

Bovis Homes (21303G) – no evidence for 620. No justification for not including 20% 

flexibility/non-implementation 

Heritage Developments SW Ltd (21413) – plan should include allocations in the 

villages. Smaller scale sites should be included as they can be delivered in the first 

five years of the Plan. Overall Plan figure should be 14,880 (12,400 + 20%) with a 

delivery of 620pa throughout the Plan. Additional bullet points suggested: g) the 

defined villages 3-7%; h) some further limited development will be considered at the 

defined villages. Also suggest a policy for site for 60 homes in Kennford. 

Cavanna Homes (21430) – Insufficient sites proposed. Overall provision should be 

15,900 and specify level of housing for rural areas. Don’t support reliance on 

Neighbourhood Plans due to uncertainty of delivery. 

South West Housing Association Registered Providers (HARP) Consortium 

(21482) – TDC not meeting cross-boundary housing need or worked with 

neighbouring authorities to address unmet housing need. Because TDC supported 

Exeter’s Core Strategy, which underprovided for housing in the first five years of 

2229, TDC should justify not taking on that shortfall. Housing target not sound as it 

doesn’t include making up the shortfall from 2006-2012 

General comments 

For more housing: 

 Need to include shortfalls in delivery since 2001 

 Should be ‘at least’ figure 

 Revised HMA is not positively prepared, reflecting a period of economic 

downturn that is not likely to continue, also doesn’t reflect RSS evidence 

 Include 20% flexibility for first 5 years 

 Need to meet unmet provision from Torbay and Exeter 

 Need  more sites, including ones that can come forward early 

 Affordability and reduced in-migration could be a consequence of the historic 

undersupply of housing, affecting the 2012 HMA review 
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For less housing: 

 Figures are based on in-migration which has reduced substantially and 

projections don’t take account of economic downturn  

 Challenge the evidence base and request further scrutiny of the HMA 

 Should include windfalls 

 Should be no flexibility to go over or overprovision 

 Overestimated population increase and flawed statistics 

Other comments: 

 Specific targets for identified settlements 

 Need to be explicit on amount for other settlements/Neighbourhood Plans. 

Assumed it is 10% in S4, but not clear. 

Policy S5 Infrastructure (14 Support; 18 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – Need more certainty that the required financial 

commitment to providing SANGS at Dawlish and Exminster. Text suggested in 

Natural England response.  

RSPB (223) – welcomes the specific inclusion of habitat creation and enhancement 

being part of Green Infrastructure. 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – Many items of infrastructure can be provided for some 

50% less than the assumed costs the Council is working on. Many items are 

desirable and not essential and the non provision of such items should not influence 

policy. 

Exminster Parish Council (404) – should be investment in the village infrastructure. 

Need to ensure that growing areas have the resources to meet the needs of their 

new residents and existing communities. 

Starcross Parish Council (16571) – the plan fails to assess the impact of the core 

development areas on the ‘wider’ transport infrastructure and communities, and 

adequately protect homes and property from flooding of rivers and sea. 

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587) – The plan will fail without delivery of 

critical infrastructure and may fail without the delivery of important infrastructure. The 

funding gap is so large that the plan is unsound.  

Newton Abbot Town Council (16591) – concern that the Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan indicates that the critical infrastructure needed to support the housing proposed 

in Policy S4 cannot be funded by the Plan 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – the policy needs to emphasise the restraint that 

may be imposed on some sites by the lack of main services infrastructure, or the 
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overload of existing services. Risk to beach water quality and tourism where sewage 

disposal is at full stretch 

Torbay Council (16630) – There is a need for improvements to the Buckland 

Sewage Treatment Works (capacity) that will be required to serve development 

proposed in Policy SDT3 Torquay Gateway (future residential and commercial 

development to the north of Torquay) as indicated in Torbay’s published IDP. There 

is no reference waste water treatment in general or to Buckland in Policy S5. 

Highways Agency (16646) – support S5. If the principles of S5 are followed then it 

should ensure that new development has no detrimental impact on the operation of 

the Strategic Road Network (SRN) 

Associated British Ports Teignmouth (16665) – consultation and cooperation is 

critical to avoid an adverse impact on Port operations. 

Teignmouth Community Development Trust (Teignmouth Regeneration) 

(16720) – support. Put infrastructure in place before the start of any new 

development 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – Put infrastructure in place before the start of any 

new development 

The Theatres Trust (16763) – object to the failure of the Policy to include reference 

to cultural infrastructure 

Stover School (16782) – Concern that CIL will introduce another level of 

bureaucracy which could add to rather than save costs. Would welcome use of CIL 

funds for private sector schools, recognising the contribution they make to the 

educational needs of the area. 

CPRE (17084) – Cannot rely on New Homes Bonus as it is only guaranteed for the 

life of this Government until 2016, no certainty thereafter. 

Centrax (17303) – support – growth should occur where existing physical, social and 

community and green infrastructure capacity exists and / or where it is most cost 

effective to provide such new capacity 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – important not to produce a wish list of infrastructure 

requirements and aspiration which cannot be delivered by the proposed level of 

development. Also essential that development viability is at the heart of decision 

making in this regard 

The Clifford Estate Company (17600) – concerned that the CIL proposed is so 

high that it will have serious implications for the delivery of housing and 

infrastructure.  

Newton Abbot Community Interest Company (18918) – need to synchronise 

employment land with house building. Suggested amendments to S5 that the 
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delivery of employment land such as the Newton Abbot Western and Southern 

Business sites will be brought forward [from 2019-2028] and designated  “critical” in 

the IDP. Also suggested wording to supporting narrative. 

Clarence Developments (21297) – wording of S5 is imprecise and ineffective, and 

needs to be clear that viability is a planning matter. Alternative wording suggested. 

The policy would benefit from supporting tables and a map which define local and 

strategic infrastructure central to the delivery of the plan and where possible timing 

for delivery. Relationships between abnormal development costs, Section 106, 

Section 278 and CIL need to be effectively defined.   

Heritage Developments (SW) Ltd (21413) – reference to supporting proposals 

which support sustainable, resilient communities should be incorporated within the 

substantive policy rather than leaving it to the supporting statement. Policy should be 

amended to read: “… The Council will: f) support proposals for new development 

where they support sustainable, resilient communities.” 

Devon County Council (21406) – support. Timely delivery of infrastructure will be 

critical.  

Other comments 

 Question over funding given uncertainty of how long New Homes Bonus will 

be available and therefore the ability to deliver the critical infrastructure.  

 Is the entire education infrastructure needed? 

 Remove allocations with high infrastructure costs increases the viability of the 

local plan 

 New infrastructure SW Exeter must be provided ahead of or as early as 

possible in relation to housing. Secondary School in phase 4 is a bad idea 

 Ensure developments in the plan are consistent with energy availability, and 

with the capacity for sewerage and drainage 

Policy S6 Resilience (5 Support; 8 Object) 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – policy vague and unclear, unworkable in practice e.g. will 

proposals be refused in they fail to make provision for the production of local food? If 

so what are the standards to be provided? 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – the contribution made by building layout and 

design is not understood or expressed clearly 

Teignmouth Community Development Trust (Teignmouth Regeneration) 

(16720) – support. Long awaited regeneration plans for the town can now take place 

following the flood defence scheme 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – policy needed in light of recent extreme weather 
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CPRE (17084) – item d) should be changed by including reference to promotion of 

local agriculture in general and discouraging loss of agricultural land 

Centrax (17303) – endorse S6 which is to do with abating the speed of climate 

change and reducing reliance on fossil fuels and carbon emissions 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – support – should be applied flexibly 

Heritage Developments (SW) Ltd (21413) – Amend opening statement in the policy 

to include reference to supporting development which improve a community’s self-

sufficiency. 

Devon County Council (21406) – it would be helpful if this section included a fuller 

statement of the approach to be taken within Teignbridge to the development of 

large scale renewable energy developments. 

Policy S7 Carbon Emission Targets (5 Support; 8 Object) 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – delete policy, it is aspirational and has no meaning as a 

standard which development should achieve. 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – agree with importance of the policy 

Centrax Ltd (17303) – endorse – abating the speed of climate change and reducing 

reliance on fossil fuels and carbon emissions per person 

Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036) – implementation of S7 and EN3 

will add a further cost on top of Building Regulation requirements for significant 

reductions in carbon emissions. Applicants have no control over end users. Should 

include Allowable Solutions.  Suggest removing the need to quantify carbon 

emissions relative to the local average and that all development above the threshold 

submits a succinct Climate Change mitigation statement demonstrating how the 

policy theme has been implemented. 

Clarence Developments Ltd (21297) – ambiguous, concern over effectiveness. 

Policy S7 seeks reductions in carbon emissions without outlining what is required 

from new development, when and by what means. Delete policy S7 and include as a 

plan objective based on carbon reduction target that is directly comparable to 

national standards. 

Exeter and East Devon Low Carbon Task Force (25540) – The carbon emission 

target is not capable of meeting government targets for carbon reduction. The plan 

should be amended to include a specific target for new construction which will 

achieve zero carbon development by 2016/2019, as appropriate. 

Other comments 

 The policy is contradictory to the policies and developments in the plan – e.g. 

new roads and increased traffic.  
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 Reliance on private cars in rural areas – need practical transport system 

 Sustainable transport provision should be removed as a criterion for rural 

development.  

 Carbon reduction programmes should require a clear statement of ‘carbon’ 

used to build or develop a project compared with the savings in ‘carbon’ 

during the project life.  

Policy S8 Self Containment merged with S6 Resilience (S8: 2 Support; 0 Object. 

S6: 5 Support; 8 Object) 

Devon Countryside Access Forum (16694) – support the commitment to "provide 

and link to strengthened, improved and extended public transport, cycling and 

walking networks and green infrastructure networks" 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – support 

Policy S9 Sustainable Transport (12 Support; 7 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – strongly support criterion b) 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – Need limits and clarity to ensure costs (for developers) 

don’t escalate 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – Critical to support for senior residents  

Newton Chamber of Trade and Commerce (17533) – Want more assurance on 

car parking 

CPRE (17084) – Doesn’t address existing problems; need to include implementation 

details 

Associated British Ports (16665A) – Ensure cycling doesn’t interfere with port 

operations 

Other comments 

 Lacks specific delivery plan 

 Cycling will boost tourism 

 Car clubs good 

 Ensure jobs provision near homes 

 Improve timetables to join up bus routes 

Policy S10 Transport Networks (7 Support; 15 Object) 

PCL Planning Ltd - not convinced that criteria (g) really makes sense and is 

practical. Delete this criterion. 

Natural England (20045) – Strongly support criterion f) 
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Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570) – suggest new c) “Cycle Route along the 

Teign Estuary connecting Teignmouth with Newton Abbot/Kingsteignton”  

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – to support growth at Dawlish there needs to be 

improvements to the A379 connection to the M5 and pinch points along its route, and 

development of the Exeter-Dawlish link cycle route. 

Torbay Council (16630) – support in view of the cross boundary significance and 

contribution to wider connectivity for Torbay. 

Highways Agency (16646) – welcomes protection of the function of the existing 

transport network including the Strategic Road Network. The A380 does not form 

part of the SRN under the Agencies responsibilities, although the route is named as 

a key road on figure 1 (Strategic Transport Links) in the latest Local Transport Plan. 

Associated British Ports Teignmouth (16665) – support – includes Port of 

Teignmouth 

Clarence Developments Ltd (21297) – the protection of the highway network 

should not be at the detriment of planned and sustainable development 

Coombesend Road Residents’ Association (25531) –a comprehensive network of 

cycle / multi-use trail routes is fundamental to the delivery of a sustainable growth 

strategy. Policy map should include a list of proposed national / strategic routes. 

Cockwood Residents’ Association (25567) – amend policy to include 

improvements to the A379, railway stations and increases in local rail services 

Devon County Council (21406) – support the protection of the Newton Abbot to 

Heathfield line for rail use 

Other comments 

 Road costs are underestimated and question ability of existing infrastructure 

to cope with proposed level of growth 

 Increased traffic on the A383. In view of proposal to upgrade the A382 and 

Drumbridges - adjust NA1 proposal towards Forches Cross 

 No provision for riding horses  

 Should include reference to transport improvements and the source and 

amount of funding necessary to provide a sustainable transport network 

 Policy is at odds with objective to cut down on road transport and carbon 

emissions.  

 Policy does little or nothing to improve the existing transport network and 

facilities.  
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Policy S11 Pollution (3 Support; 2 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – policy should prevent both new and existing 

development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from 

unacceptable levels of pollution. This should be reflected in policy S11. “will be 

reduced where possible” is not considered satisfactory wording. 

Policy S12 Tourism (12 Support; 2 Object) 

RSPB (223) – supports the wording of (e) that recognises the necessity for tourism 

to avoid damage to nature conservation assets as well as to enable environmental 

enhancements.  

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – protect environment, including Teign Estuary to 

bring in and retain new tourists in the area 

Bishopsteignton Residents’ Association (19991) – support regarding protecting 

landscape and heritage assets 

Coombesend Road Residents Association (25531) – support, this will apply to the 

Teign Estuary which is a key tourism asset 

Other comments  

 Need improvements to customer skills / quality of catering.  

 Reword b) Revitalise existing tourist accommodation and attractions by 

educating and incentivising owners and staff 

 Council should support businesses trying to make their business all year 

round. 

 Carbon neutral holidays are now a possibility with the National Cycle Network 

and the Council should consider provision of new tourist developments 

proposing to use this 

 Include provision for carbon neutral camping site for walkers and cyclists in 

Dawlish Warren. Improve / expand holiday development at Dawlish Warren, 

not housing 

Policy S13 Town Centres (3 Support; 0 Object) 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – need to reinforce the quality of shops at Dawlish – 

welcome commitment to regenerating Dawlish Town Centre 

Torbay Council (16630) – support retail hierarchy and town centre first approach for 

retail provision and resistance to out of centre shopping development 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – support town centres first approach 
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The Theatres Trust (16763) – object. Expand a) with more detailed guidance for 

elements that make up the evening economy after the shops have closed for the 

night.  

Newton Abbot Chamber of Trade and Commerce (17533) – the level of additional 

retail space required in the future will be significantly less due to radical shifts in the 

retail scene. There is insufficient space within the livestock market and Market Walk 

sites for the 11,000 sqm of retail floorspace at Newton Abbot 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) –The policy should allow for some additional retail provision 

consistent with the increasing population as part of major mixed use developments 

or where necessary to support the function of existing retail centres, subject to a 

sequential approach and the avoidance of harm to the centres affected.  

Other comments 

 Too much retail space look out of setting within towns – resist multi nationals 

and national chain stores that do little to benefit the local economy.  

 Planning policy protects the traditional boundaries of the shopping area, 

leaving empty / dilapidated units on the periphery – these should be allowed 

to redevelop to housing, flats.  

 Traditional town centres have changed and must shrink to meet their actual 

needs or redevelop to other uses 

Places 

S14 Newton Abbot (3 Support; 15 Object) 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – concerned about the aspirational and unjustified criteria 

e) playing pitches and leisure, g) schools provision, k) GI and l) air quality 

improvements 

Highways Agency (16646) – generally support. Note that no modelling of traffic 

flows has been undertaken for roads. Before HA can fully support they need to see 

evidence that specific impacts and extent of mitigation can be assessed. Particular 

reference to A38 junctions at Drumbridges and Goodstone Cross 

Devon County Council (21406) – policy should be amended to include reference to 

the provision of a 50-bed extra care housing scheme.  Amend g) to read ‘support the 

expansion of existing primary schools, provision of two new primary schools, 

provision of a new secondary school facility site, and post-16 education and training.’ 

Stover School (16782) – g) should include reference to public and private sector 

schools. Should also be recognised that public schools have a role to play in meeting 

future educational and leisure needs of the community. 

Other comments: 
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 Suggested partial or complete decrease in overall housing allocation. 

S15 Kingsteignton (0 Support; 7 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – question the commitment to 20 hectares of employment 

land and at least 385 new homes due to in-combination effects with minerals and 

waste plans and diversion of B3193. 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) - Concerned about delivery, in particular of aspirational 

aspects d) improve range of community and recreation facilities, e) new primary 

school, f) implementation of GI strategy and h) improve air quality. 

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570) - Should be strategic gap between 

Kingsteignton and Bishopsteignton.  

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580) – Kingsteignton should not form part of the 

Heart of Teignbridge urban and Greenfield sites should not be developed. Land for 

facilities and infrastructure, including schools and allotments, should be allocated 

before any more housing developments. A mix of housing type needed to reflect 

requirements of the town. 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – Allocations too low and do not reflect scale and nature of 

the town. Suggest further sites can contribute to this figure and create a more 

sustainable, thriving and prosperous place. 

Coombesend Road Residents (25531) – Proposals for employment creation are 

overly-ambitious and provision of employment land excessive. Employment 

development will generate additional inward commuting which will result in 

environmental limits being exceeded. Reduce allocation by 12 hectares to 8. 

General: 

 Object to building more houses in Kingsteignton. 

 Health centre in wrong place and creating traffic problems. 

 More housing will exacerbate traffic problems. 

 New town centre should include a new surgery. 

 Plans should include new site for the surgery. 

S16 Kingskerswell (2 Support; 7 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – concerned about the aspirational and unjustified criteria c) 

Aller Valley Country Park/GI and h) improving air quality 

Torbay Council (16630) – support 

Weaver and Newman (17385), De Vere (17396), Bright (18376), Weaver, Porter & 

Page-Dove (25618) all landowners – more land should be allocated for housing to 

help delivery and viability of KK4 
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Crown Estates (21304) – support policy but suggest a) should refer to ‘employment 

generating uses’ to give greater flexibility 

Devon County Council (21406) – policy should refer to potential need for enhanced 

primary education provision as a result of proposed development 

S17 Dawlish (5 Support; 14 Object) 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) - the Exeter-Dawlish cycle path should be included 

as a priority 

Cockwood Residents’ Association (25567) – The population figure for Dawlish 

(13,800) includes Starcross and Mamhead, which calls into question the 

assumptions over future population growth at Dawlish 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – Too few homes proposed in Dawlish. There is no 

evidence provided that a separation between Dawlish and Dawlish Warren exists. 

The Dawlish total should be 1300 new homes, based on 12% of 14,100 dwellings  

Dawlish Community Trust (16752) – Need a balance of jobs to population 

increase, which shouldn’t compromise regeneration of the town. Very little new 

employment can be created, which will increase out-commuting along the congested 

A379. Concern over the ability of the Coastal Park to attract tourism away from the 

RAMSAR site on the estuary.  

Devon County Council (21406) – Secondary education provision in the area will be 

sufficient to meet future needs and point (d) of this policy will not be required or 

funded by Devon County Council. 

Highways Agency (16646) – The 35ha mixed use urban extension at Dawlish 

proposed could well have impacts on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) despite the 

distance of the SRN from the town. The Highways Agency requires a full transport 

evidence base to support any application for development, in order to understand the 

extent of the proposals. 

RSPB (223) – Concern about a piecemeal approach to mitigation and compensation 

risks failing to safeguard cirl bunting habitat and range. Additional policy wording 

suggested. Support policy in relation to Dawlish Warren / Exe Estuary and the 

physical separation between Teignmouth, Holcombe and Dawlish. 

Other comments 

 Need to improve image on the entrance to Dawlish Warren 

 Urban development will damage tourism 

 A 25% population increase over the 20 year period is well above national 

average projections (70% above national growth level).  

 The 900 homes should include the 600 committed houses, therefore only 

need to allocate 300 
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 No evidence that businesses can be found to occupy the employment land.  

 The proposals will make Dawlish a much larger dormitory town, with serious 

traffic congestion and as many people in housing need as now 

 Increased traffic, accidents, air pollution, and overcrowding on buses and 

trains 

 No provision has been made for the enlargement of the primary school or the 

replacement of the community college 

 No provision is made for health or emergency services 

 Greater strain on overloaded sewerage system – consequences for sea water 

quality and potential for loss of Blue Flag status  

 Development will place further pressure on reserve at Dawlish Warren, 

disagree that the impact can be mitigated by the Coastal Park 

 Loss of land that is Area of Great Landscape Value and Coastal Preservation 

Area 

 Need specific protective designation given to the separation zone between 

Dawlish Warren and Dawlish, and to farmland north west of the proposed 

Secmaton Lane development. 

 Loss of habitat for wildlife for Cirl Buntings 

 Loss of farmland / green fields 

S18 Teignmouth (3 Support; 6 Object) 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) - Fails to allocate sufficient land to meet the needs of this 

settlement. Shepherds Lane site (TE2) should be reinstated. Many of the criteria 

have little to do with land use planning and should be deleted, including e), f), g), h), 

i), j), k), and l) and delete ‘and Dawlish’.  Air quality at Bitton Park Road can be 

improved if development brings forward improved infrastructure.  

Inox Group (25558) – Criterion a) should be amended to read ‘at least 400 new 

homes’ consistent with the promotion of the Higher Woodway Road site 

Teignmouth Local Learning Community (25557) – Reference should be made to 

the future provision for education at the town, as well as supporting and maintaining 

the existing level of education provision in the town. 

Devon County Council (21406) – The policy should include a reference to the 

potential need for enhanced primary education provision. 

Associated British Ports (16665) – Include support for the port of Teignmouth 

operations as an area to which development and investment will be guided and 

object to the marina facility at Polly steps. Concerned that either the marina 

development or the cycle network will affect port operations and will compromise 

safety. 

Highways Agency (16646) – The Agency is not as concerned about the impact on 

the Strategic Road Network (SRN) of development on this location [Teignmouth] as 
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for other locations.  

RSPB (223) – The local plan should recognise the great importance of land adjacent 

to Teignmouth for cirl buntings. Amend (l) to read “maintain the physical separation 

between the town and i Holcombe and Dawlish and ii Bishopsteignton as a protected 

strategic open break and strategic cirl bunting area”. 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) / Teignmouth Community Development Trust 

(16720) – Would prefer the retention of Open Breaks designation between 

settlements, to help prevent urban sprawl, between Dawlish and Bishopsteignton. 

Other comments 

 Add ‘Support and if possible prioritise the provision of a new theatre’ to the list 

of projects in S18 

 The reduction in housing  raises questions over source of the housing figures 

and the need for further housing at Teignmouth 

 A marina would disrupt the use of Polly Steps, increase of traffic at Polly 

Steps would add to congestion of the port roads.  

 There is no land for job creation at Teignmouth and commuter parameters 

totally ignored 

S19 Bovey Tracey (1 Support; 7 Object) 

Ben Nock (18020) - S19 should accord with Policy S4 which states at about 5% of 

new homes in the district will be at Bovey Tracey. This would equate to at least 31 

new homes per year in Bovey Tracey. 

Mrs PG Jones and others (21439) – Bovey Tracey is capable of accommodating 

620 dwellings as set out in Policy S4 and should continue to attract the investment 

needed to enable its economy and community to flourish through the provision of 

new homes, jobs and community facilities 

Dartmoor National Park Authority (443) – Dartmoor National Park Authority 

supports criterion (b) of policy S19 Bovey Tracey.  

Natural England (20045) – concerns over BT2A, BT2B and BT3 and therefore the 

soundness of the overall housing and employment allocation for Bovey Tracey 

Devon County Council (21406) – The inclusion of point (c) in this policy is 

supported but on the basis that the proposed new primary school would need to be 

funded through CIL/S106. This position should be reflected in the information 

outlined within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support policy 

Other comments 

 Increased traffic on the roads, inadequate public transport and a lack of car 



Summary of responses 

20 
 

parking facilities 

 Insufficient infrastructure capacity for schools, doctors, dentist, drains, sewage  

 Bovey Tracey will become a dormitory town  

 Character of Bovey Tracey is vital to tourism, which is important to economy 

of area 

S20 Chudleigh (0 Support; 4 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – despite commitment at d) need to ensure there is no 

impact on the integrity of the SAC and further work is required on the in-combination 

effects of the proposals for Chudleigh. 

Devon County Council (21406) – Should refer to potential need for enhanced 

primary education provision. 

PCL Planning (302) – Propose inclusion of additional site fronting B3344 with CH1 

allocation. Criteria c) improve range and quality of community, sports and 

recreational facilities and f) provide opportunities for sustainable travel and lifestyles 

do not appear to have obvious land use implications. Criteria d) protect Greater 

Horseshoe Bats is unduly onerous and should be amended to include words ‘where 

possible’ after ‘protect and’. 

Clifford Estate (17600) – Consider that Chudleigh is capable of accommodating 

additional housing development over and above 31 dwellings per year proposed in 

S4. Increase in scale of allocation at CH2 will support delivery of objectives set out in 

S20, enhancing vitality and viability of the town and increasing provision of affordable 

housing. 

S21 Villages (5 Support; 4 Object) 

Holcombe Residents’ Association (249) – Holcombe should be classified as a 

village and meets the criteria more than some other villages. 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – Development at Exminster cannot be limited to small 

scale through Neighbourhood Plans.  

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570) – support. Policy leaves communities to 

determine their own needs and requirements.  

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587) – Agree with the sentiment of S21 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – support policy, which will help maintain the 

environment of Chudleigh Knighton 

Shaldon Parish Council (16599) – the map omits to label Shaldon / Ringmore as 

one of the villages named on the plan 
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SOUL (Save Our Undeveloped Landscape) (21265) – Holcombe should be 

classed as a village.  

Heritage Developments (SW) Ltd (21413) – Policy should encourage development 

which would support Policy S6 in retaining and improving the self-sufficiency of rural 

communities. Amended text suggested. 

Cavanna Homes Ltd (21430) – Broadhempston should not be restricted to ‘limited’ 

development, it should provide for the level of development that is appropriate to 

meet the specific social and economic needs of the settlement. 

Linden Homes Strategic Land (25607) – ‘limited’ is not defined - include proposed 

scale of development to each of the identified villages to provide clarity / certainty, 

including for the delivery of affordable housing through market housing, according to 

their sustainability.  

Other comments  

 The plan discriminates against the housing needs of those living in rural 

areas.  

 There is a need to enlarge villages to meet housing needs of rural 

communities.  

 Employment opportunities are good in the area along the A38.  

 Cluster the villages with plans that enlarge the village envelopes.  

 Restrict new homes built to affordable homes 

S21A Settlement Limits (2 Support; 17 Object) 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – settlement limit should include land at Shutterton Lane. 

The principal of development has been established through previous iterations of the 

local plan. No evidence to amend the settlement boundary to the north of Dawlish.   

Exminster Parish Council (404) – concern that the amendment to the village 

envelope for Exminster  could preclude changes to the proposed settlement limit for 

Exminster which will be part of the neighbourhood plan 

Heritage Developments (SW) (21413) – Need for scope for some development 

around villages to meet objectively assessed housing needs of the rural areas. 

Cavanna Homes (21430) – amend policy to enable the settlement limits of the 

villages to be amended. 

Torbay Council (16630) – support, including the defined limits of the southern parts 

of the settlement of Kingskerswell 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – object in relation to the proposed omission sites put 

forward. 
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Heavitree Brewery (18358) – Abbotskerswell can support some growth. Amend 

settlement limit to include the whole of the Butchers Arms site 

Coombesend Road Resident’s Association (25531) – object on basis of 

settlement limit including land allocated east of A380 through Policy KS2, and also 

NA5. Settlement limit should reflect natural / man-made features. Loss of farmland 

and impact on landscape of Teign Estuary 

Inox Group (25558) - minor rewording to refer to the fact that development 

immediately adjoining the Settlement Limit may also be appropriate will add much 

needed flexibility and accord with the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development  

RSPB (223) – object on the basis the focus of development through settlement limits 

will still harm about 2% of the national cirl bunting population, through land 

allocations. This relates to DA2, Dawlish where the boundary could be amended to 

avoid cirl buntings 

Bishopsteignton Resident’s Association (19991) – object to the settlement limit 

for Kingsteignton crossing the A380 to include land defined through Policy KS2. The 

A380 forms an obvious physical boundary. 

Other comments  

 Move Kingskerswell development boundary to coincide with the top of the 

bypass bank to allow some modest development outside the Conservation 

Area 

 re-drawing settlement limits has impinged on AGLV and possibly CPA through 

the allocation of land for development, which will alter the landscape and 

damage the area’s economy – delete S21A 

 the plan fails to define a settlement limit around Holcombe, Netherton or 

Combeinteignhead, which if other protection failed could expand into their 

adjacent open breaks 

 settlement limit for DA2, Dawlish includes built development across an 

important population of Dawlish Cirl Buntings 

 lack of settlement limit around Holcombe Village 

 object to fact that notwithstanding Policy S21A, business development and 

affordable housing can still take place outside the settlement limits (i.e. 

through Policy S22) 

S22 Countryside (4 Support; 14 Object) 

South West Housing Association Registered Providers (HARP) Planning 

Consortium (21482) – as worded this is inconsistent with WE1 which allows sites to 

come forward outside of settlement limits if housing delivery falls behind the 

Council’s trajectory. 
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Pichler Planning (16922) – specific policy should be included for conversion of 

redundant rural buildings.  

Arnold White Estates Ltd (17405A) – Conflict in the policy with existing 

permissions and uses at Ilford Park/Trago Mills. There needs to be recognition of 

that area in the plan to avoid conflict between S22, EC1 and EC3. 

Williams (17407) – proposing a site at Exminster and requesting that the site should 

not be considered as open countryside given its location between Milbury Farm and 

the M5. 

The Clifford Estate (17600) – should be allowance for conversion of rural buildings 

for residential use as outlined in para 55 of the NPPF, for flexibility and consistency. 

Luscombe Estate (21186C) – policy doesn’t comply with para 55 of NPPF. 

Recommended amendments to policy. 

Devon County Council (21406) – Policy S22 is supported. It is recommended 

however that additional wording is added to paragraph 2.54 to specifically recognise 

the importance of protecting remaining tranquil areas in Teignbridge, particularly in 

light of the scale of development proposed in the Local Plan. 

S23 Neighbourhood Plans (5 Support; 4 Object) 

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570) – the stress on neighbourhood plans is 

positive and helpful. 

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587) – Look forward to opportunities presented 

by neighbourhood planning. 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – Supports in principle but unrealistic unless 

supported by real commitment to apply it and evidence that the necessary resources 

will be available. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – Policy should include reference to the Dawlish 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

Teignmouth Town Council (16720) – Support Teignmouth Neighbourhood Plan 

which is currently going through the process of adoption. 

TRACE & TRADED (16721) – Support emerging Teignmouth Neighbourhood Plan 

Heritage Developments SW Ltd (21413) – Absence of neighbourhood plan should 

not prevent development coming forward. Policy should refer to the need for a 

continuous decision making process in order to secure continued 5 year supply and 

ensure growth that would benefit local community. 
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Cavanna Homes (21430) – No guarantee that parish and town councils will prepare 

neighbourhood plans and very few proposed to prepare them so far.  Policy should 

be amended to allow for a situation where no neighbourhood plans are prepared. 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – Support  

S24 Monitoring (deleted) (0 Support; 2 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – The Plan should include a mechanism to monitor the 

effect of the plan on the natural environment.  Policy S24 or equivalent should be 

reinstated and a “consulted upon” Framework included as an appendix to the plan. 

Suitable indicators for monitoring biodiversity in the plan should be included.  

Transition Newton Abbot CIC (17639) – Reinstate the Policy with clear statements 

on monitoring frequency and mechanism to include consultation.  

S25 Ashburton and Buckfastleigh (3 Support; 0 Object) 

Dartmoor National Park (443A) – support with minor changes suggested.  

Buckfastleigh Town Council (17528) – welcome acknowledgement of 

Buckfastleigh 

Chapter 3 Prosperous Economy  

EC1 Business Development (2 Support; 4 Object) 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – policy could be refined by identifying the types of 

development that are appropriate for the transport network in the district (i.e. no 

business that requires HGVs in Dawlish due to A379 capacity) 

Associated British Ports (16665F) – should include support for job retention 

Exeter Estates (17053C) – needs to include employment generating uses and not 

be confined to within settlement limits. Suggest alternative policy wording. 

Arnold White Estates (17405A) – there is a contradiction between S22, EC1 and 

EC3 relating to employment in the countryside, as they don’t adequately take 

account of somewhere like Ilford Park/Trago Mills. Policies could be ineffective and 

fail to recognise existing situations. 

EC2 Loss of Employment Sites (1 Support; 5 Object) 

Royal Mail Group (21412) – Ensure any re-development of business sites does not 

introduce constraints on neighbouring business premises. 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – Need to add scope to convert uneconomic premises 

looking over the long term 

PCL Planning (302) – contrary to the guidance set out contrary to NPPF, in 
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particular paragraphs 18-22.  

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – Policy EC2 does not provide a clear indication of how a 

decision maker should react to a development proposal.  

EC3 Rural Employment (3 Support; 4 Object) 

NFU (16695) – request that the policies relating to agriculture and rural uses are 

more flexible to allow for greater diversification and growth. New policy wording 

suggested. 

Arnold White Estates (17405A) – conflict between S22 (Countryside) and EC3 in 

relation to land at Ilford Park, the Plan needs to recognise the permissions at Ilford 

Park and not be as restrictive to uses. 

EC4 Working from Home (1 Support; 1 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – The policy seems to describe an activity that may well not 

constitute development in many cases. 

EC5 Equine Development (1 Support; 3 Object) 

RSPB (223W) – land management associated with the keeping of horses does not 

provide for all of the needs of cirl buntings. In a), replace minimise harm to with 

conserve and enhance  

NFU (16695) – request that the policies relating to agriculture and rural uses are 

more flexible to allow for greater diversification and growth. New policy wording 

suggested. 

Other comments:  

 There should be a restriction on the number of stables in an area due to 

potential traffic conflicts on rural lanes associated with travelling to/from 

stables. 

EC6 Large Scale Retail Development (1 Support; 5 Object) 

Wm Morrisons (17311) - The requirement for 20% of floorspace to be within units of 

less than 280 sq. m. should be deleted as it will place onerous requirements on 

future developments. The policy fails to take into account whether there will be 

demand for the required small, independent outlets and the construction of such 

speculative units could harm the viability and deliverability of the scheme.  

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd (17314) – 280sqm threshold is excessively low and 

below the ‘default’ threshold of 2,500sqm in the NPPF. Threshold does not appear to 

refer to local circumstances or be supported by evidence. 
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Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – policy is unduly restrictive and not in accordance with the 

NPPF. Needs flexibility for provision of additional convenience and comparison retail 

floorspace outside defined Primary Shopping Areas where it retains role of towns 

and spend. Don’t agree that there is no need for further convenience goods. The 

policy should be positively expressed and revised to reflect the sequential approach 

set out in national guidance. 

Coombesend Road Residents (25531K) – policy should also require sequential 

test for leisure uses, as referred to in paragraph 3.10, to be consistent with national 

policy. 

Other comments: 

 Should be greater emphasis on smaller units and not large scale national 

companies creating ‘clone towns’ 

EC7 Primary Shopping Frontages (1 Support; 0 Object), EC8 Secondary 

Shopping Frontages (1 Support; 0 Object), EC9 Developments in Town Centres 

(1 Support; 0 Object) – no significant issues raised 

EC10 Local Shops (2 Support; 0 Object) 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – should give emphasis to the concept of ‘community 

shops’ which incorporate post offices, libraries and a variety of goods within walking 

distance 

EC11 Tourist Accommodation (11 Support; 0 Object) 

CPRE (17084R) – broadly support the policy but paragraphs 3.18 and 3.19 should 

include reference to avoidance of negative impacts at areas of high landscape value 

like the Undeveloped Coast and AGLV of the Teign Estuary. 

EC12 Tourist Attractions (2 Support; 0 Object) – no significant issues raised 

Chapter 4 Wellbeing 

WE1 Housing Plan, Monitor, Manage (2 Support; 9 Object) 

Torbay Council (16630) – spare capacity identified through SHLAA and whether or 

not this potential additional source should appear in the equation.  Density 

requirements for strategic housing sites are low, suggesting there is greater capacity 

for new homes on these sites. 

PCL Planning (302) – Disagree with the need to express local tests for dealing with 

the release of new sites if the Plan is 2 years behind the trajectory, as this is dealt 

with by the NPPF. 

ShuttertonPark Limited (308) – The Policy is not sound because it is based on the 
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wrong level of housing as set out in S4. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – Add ‘selling land to land trusts/community groups’ 

as an action to mitigate low delivery. 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – Add ‘ability to identify and consider the release of 

additional land that is free from infrastructure and other requirements’ to mitigate low 

delivery. 

Bovis (21303) – Need to have clear schedule and phasing of delivery. In the event 

of a shortfall there needs to be a clear prioritisation of development on major 

allocated sites and clear guidance that in these circumstances favourable 

consideration will be given to the early release of early phases of sites in order to 

ensure a continuous supply of housing land  

Heritage Development (21413) – Policy is considered to be impractical and 

ineffectual, it allows significant delays and will contribute to persistent under-delivery.  

Other comments: 

 Need to include a  non-implementation rate 

 Wellbeing chapter too focused on housing; does not concern itself with 

aspects of well-being such as health and future conditions of the environment. 

 Development proposals will destroy the area’s prime industry, tourism.  

WE2 Affordable Housing Site Targets (5 Support; 21 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – the target should be set at 20% across the whole district and 

should apply to sites of 15 dwellings or more, irrespective of whether CIL is adopted.  

There is no evidence of variable housing need, and values in Dawlish are unlikely to 

exceed those in Newton Abbot.  Lowering the threshold to 4 dwellings will reduce the 

number of small sites coming forward. 

Newton Abbot Town Council (16591) – increase the proportion to 25% in Newton 

Abbot. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – the existing consents will provide affordable 

housing early in the plan period. 

Torbay Council (16630) – support the threshold of 4 dwellings for affordable 

housing, but the affordable housing target in Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton 

appears low. 

CPRE (17084) – do not agree with the model of delivering affordable housing in this 

way, which relies on unnecessary market housing.   

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – support the targets and the flexibility in the policy, but the 

urban threshold should be increased to 15, as 4 is undeliverable. 
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The Clifford Estates Company (17600) – the council needs to reassess the targets, 

combined with levels of CIL, with more up to date information than the 2010 Levvels 

Study, particularly for the 30% target in “other locations”. 

Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036) – Support the 20% target for 

Newton Abbot, but future reviews need to be robust. 

Clarence Developments, Hendy and Richardson (21297) – do not oppose 20% 

applied to site NA1, subject to appropriate infrastructure costs.  Remove the link to 

CIL, as the policy should be standalone. 

Bovis Homes (21303) – 25% is too high for South West Exeter SWE1, placing an 

unrealistic burden on delivery. 

Heritage Developments (21413) – the 20% target should apply to all sites, subject 

to viability. 

South West Housing Association Registered Providers (HARP) Planning 

Consortium (21482) – concerned that the sliding scale approach to the threshold is 

overcomplicated. 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – Support  

Barrats, David Wilson Homes, Taylor Wimpey, JH Mann (25615) – the reference 

to review of affordable housing targets on larger permitted sites should be removed 

to ensure certainty. 

LN Lacey (20419) – query the deliverability of Bradley Lane redevelopment with 

20% affordable housing. 

Other comments 

 There should be an increase in affordable housing targets to meet the whole 

of the forecast need, which should not be a negotiable amount.   

 Support for 25% target in Teignmouth 

 South West Exeter target should be 40% 

WE3 Retention of Affordable Housing (2 Support; 1 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – question lawfulness of b), and question what ‘custom build 

housing’ means and whether it can be effectively enforced in practice. 

South West Housing Association Registered Providers (HARP) Planning 

Consortium (21482) – support the inclusion of custom build but concerned 

developers may see this as an opportunity to build custom build instead of affordable 

housing. Suggest additional text to clarify that custom build plots could not be 

substituted for affordable housing. Need to provide evidence that 80% of market 

sales value is ‘affordable’.  
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WE4 Design and Layout (2 Support; 1 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – policy should acknowledge the need for clustering to enable 

management efficiency of new dwellings 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – supports the policy, which should be more robustly 

applied in rural villages which have an imbalanced age structure. Important that a 

range of housing for all sectors is included, covering adaptation for disable and for 

people as they get older. Additional policy suggested relating to Lifetime Homes and 

Care/Extra Care Homes. 

WE5 Rural Exceptions (3 Support; 5 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – Policy conflicts with Paragraph 54 of NPPF in relation to 

allowing some market housing to facilitate significant affordable housing.  Changes 

suggested. 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – Concerned that needs of small parishes 

adjacent to large towns will be met in the towns. Needs clarity on what happens 

where there is need but no neighbourhood/parish plan. Changes suggested. 

Dunchideock Parish Council (16594) - Need to link housing to proven local need.   

Suggest changes to deal with tying houses to local need. 

CPRE (17084) – Sites within existing settlement should be sought first.  No right to 

live in a location because of a local connection.  This is not available to anyone on 

open housing market.  Question the limitation about the amount of provision over 

time 

South West Housing Association Registered Providers (HARP) Planning 

Consortium (21482) – Support.  Concerned about restrictions on sales values – 

does not allow any flexibility or allow for changes over time.  Unusual to include 

restrictions on price paid for land.  Concern over only allowing open market where a 

neighbourhood plan permits as may not look at this issue and thus no flexibility.   

Suggest changes to look at an open book approach to viability. 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – Support, but concerned little achieved on ground. 

Other comments 

 Not explicit in relation to very small villages, could give rise to substantial 

growth in unsuitable areas. 

 Each village should be assessed individually. 
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WE6 Homes for Travelling Community (1 Support; 1 Object) 

Dunchideock Parish Council (16594) - Policy states for travelling community but 

refers to permanent residential use not transient.  This needs to be clarified. 

Changes suggested relating to type and length of occupancy.  

Plymouth & Devon Racial Equality Council (16662) – Support – Need 

established, highest numbers, need both private and public pitches.   

WE6A Middletree Park, Haldon (1 Support; 2 Object) 

RSPB (223) – Located in an area that supports c.2% of the national nightjar 

population. Nightjar is listed on Annex 1 of the Wild Birds Directive1. Suggested 

changes to include the qualification that allocation is subject to assessment 

concluding that it would not adversely affect the integrity of the Haldon ridge nightjar 

population.  

Dunchideock Parish Council (16594) – Policy introduced to ensure housing site 

achieved. Occupants are mostly permanent residents, not travellers in transit.  2 

acres of forest in an inappropriate location in the AGLV conflicting with EN12.  

Inappropriate last minute late “New Policy”.   

Plymouth & Devon Racial Equality Council (16662) – Support – Pragmatic 

solution.  Will increase inclusion of a socially excluded group. 

WE7 Custom Build Dwellings (3 Support; 11 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – question what ‘custom build housing’ means and whether it 

can be effectively enforced in practice. Inappropriate to restrict house sales in this 

way. 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – unclear what evidence has been prepared by the 

Council to support the viability of this policy.  

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – Policy threshold of 20 dwellings is too low. Object to 

requirement for tenure / mix to be dictated, giving preference to custom builders.  

Heritage Developments Ltd (21413) - Object to the prescriptive nature of this policy 

which is unjustified and unworkable. This will place an undue burden on developers 

and effectively increase the affordable housing burden and affect viability.  

Other comments 

 Proposed criteria are too restrictive.  

 Allocating 5% of relatively small sites of 20 units is not a practical proposition.  

 Developers will not be willing to risk the appearance and viability of their own 

scheme by having one plot left for a unique house.  
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 Self-build constructions do not make good neighbours to existing 

development due to irregular working hours 

 Such plots are best located with some space between them and adjacent 

housing development. 

 Recommend threshold of 100 houses and over, and a second policy 

encouraging the supply of smaller plots with a presumption in favour of 

permission.  

WE8 Domestic Extensions (0 Support; 2 Object) 

RSPB (223L) – cirl buntings can use garden habitats and suitable hedges. Amend 

policy to add wildlife value to (d) so that it reads there is no loss of any trees, 

hedgerows or other key features, e.g., stone boundary walls) which contribute to the 

character, wildlife value and amenities of the property and/or area.  

WE9 Rural Workers Dwellings (0 Support; 2 Object) 

National Farmers Union (16695) – promoting succession on farms, where young 

farmers and workers can be encouraged onto the site while allowing older members 

of the family to stay and pass on knowledge, is important and should be taken into 

account when looking at rural housing. 

CPRE (17084C) – question criterion h) if the person(s) no longer have an 

employment connection with the business 

WE10 Removal of Conditions Imposed on Rural Worker’s Dwellings (0 Support; 

1 Object) – no significant issues raised 

WE11 Green Infrastructure (3 Support; 6 Object) 

RSPB (223U) – land allocated and managed for public open space to provide for 

wildlife of high conservation priority will only work where it is specifically designated 

for that purpose. The policy should recognise the need to specifically target 

biodiversity objectives to the best locations for it, where it is compatible with other 

uses of the land. Lack of detail about SANGS does not give necessary high level of 

confidence on delivery, maintenance and monitoring.  

PCL Planning (302) – not clear on justification for the policy and there is no thought 

given to implementation. Justification, costs of provision and lawfulness of d) and e) 

are not clear and they should be deleted. Unclear relationship with the mitigation for 

identified impacts of new development 

Woodland Trust (16865) – habitat expansion, like native woodland creation, should 

form a high priority for this Local Plan. 

The Clifford Estate (17600) – concern over the level of GI on a per dwelling basis 

as this is inflexible and doesn’t take account of individual circumstances. It also 
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doesn’t take account of deliverability of larger development sites. Scale of provision 

is considered excessive for likely users of the new facilities.  

Rew (17633A) – policy is prescriptive, may be unnecessary and fails to recognise 

the contribution of farmland. Suggests additional criteria relating to farmland as 

green infrastructure.  

Clarence Developments (21297U) – The Council needs to clarify its evidence base 

and base policy requirements for open space and GI on this. No obvious explanation 

or rationale as to the derivatives for the standards used.  

Codex Land Promotions (25500C) – should make clear that provision of open 

areas and play space as part of residential development will have regard to the 

specific circumstances of the proposal so as to make most effective use of land and 

other resources.  

WE12 Loss of local facilities (0 Support; 2 Object) 

The Theatres Trust (16763B) – should include the word ‘cultural’ in the first 

sentence of the policy. Suggested definition of ‘community facilities’. 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – suggest amended wording to beginning of the policy.  

WE13 Protection of Recreational Land (3 Support; 1 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – need to reflect the guidance in the NPPF and have some 

flexibility in the policy. 

Chapter 5 Quality Environment 

EN1 Strategic Open Breaks (1 Support; 23 Object) 

Exminster Parish Council (404C) – conflict with SWE3 as the ridge top park will 

attract visitors from Exeter to the Exminster village side 

Torbay Council (16630) – support break between Torbay and Kingskerswell to 

retain identity and prevent coalescence  

Sibelco (17566) – strategic break between Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton should 

be deleted or reduced to exclude East Golds. Argued that it performs no realistic 

function in the separation of settlements and that it prejudices further development. 

Linden Homes (25607D) – exclude the Old Cider Works, Abbotskerswell, from the 

Open Break allocation 

Other comments: 
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 Amalgamation of suggestions for open breaks that, if taken together would 

cover from Dawlish Warren to Shaldon, running along both sides of the Teign 

Estuary 

 Disagree that there is no need for a Strategic Open Break where 

Undeveloped Coast has been identified.  

EN2 Undeveloped Coast (4 Support; 17 Object) 

Jeffrey (64) – Lady’s Mile Holiday Park should be removed from undeveloped coast 

as the policy would restrict the business.  

Torbay Council (16630) – support.  

Marine Management Organisation (25458B) – Suggest amendment to include 

seascape as well as landscape.  

Other comments: 

 Undeveloped Coast should be as the existing CPA and take out development 

sites that would be covered by the revised allocation. No justification for 

proposed approach to take sites out of the CPA. 

 There should be overlap with AGLV where appropriate. 

EN2A Landscape Protection (8 Support; 12 Object) 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – object to inclusion of land at Shutterton Park in AGLV. 

Close (21563) – object to site at Long Lane being included in AGLV, not of high 

scenic quality or in a sensitive location 

Natural England (20045) – reference should be made in the policy to Landscape 

Character Assessment. 

Marine Management Organisation (25458) – Suggest amendments to include 

seascape as well as landscape. 

Devon County Council (21406) – should refer to the Devon Local Character Area 

evidence. 

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587B) – request NA3 be deleted and 

designated as AGLV. 

Other comments 

 Disagree that there is no need for any other landscape policy where 

Undeveloped Coast/other landscape protection has been identified as they 

fulfil different functions. There should be overlaps where appropriate. 
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 Take out development sites that are currently covered by landscape 

protection. No justification for proposed approach to take sites out of the 

CPA/AGLV.  

EN3 Carbon Reduction (3 Support; 4 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – policy is neither appropriate nor workable, as it has no 

meaning as a standard which new development should achieve. Need greater clarity 

on how the Carbon Reduction Plan will be assessed and agreed and what standards 

are used. 

The Clifford Estates Company (17600) – policy is inappropriate and unnecessary, 

placing an additional burden on development that is already addressing the issue 

through Building Regulations. There does not appear to be any assessment of 

development viability which establishes the financial implications of the policy.  

Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036A) – Climate change impacts during 

development will largely be outside the control of the applicant and changes in 

Building Regulations will present major technical and financial challenges to 

development. There should also be reference to allowable solutions. Don’t agree 

with the need to provide a carbon reduction plan as meeting Building Regs is 

mandatory and is sufficient to meet S7.  

Clarence Developments (21297T) - policy is too precise and does not have clear 

application on a site or area specific basis.  Building Regulations adequately cover 

carbon reduction. Needs to be supported by a viability assessment, consider 

allowable solutions, and set out what is expected from a Carbon Reduction Plan. 

Transition Newton Abbot CIC (17639C) – Policy should be total, rather than per-

capita target. No detail of how to either set or monitor the carbon reduction. 

Suggested amendments included in response.  

Other comments: 

 Add acknowledgement that upgrading the energy efficiency of older buildings 

may impact on their traditional conservation area appearance.  

EN4 Flood Risk (3 Support; 4 Object) 

Starcross Parish Council (16571) – the plan fails to address the inadequacy of 

current flood defences at Starcross 

Other comments: 

 Title should refer to drainage, which can also cause localised flooding. Should 

also cross refer to Policy S11 (Pollution) in supporting text. 
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EN5 Heritage Assets (3 Support; 7 Object) 

Heritage Developments SW (21413) – legal requirement is for ‘preserve or 

enhance’ but the policy seeks to ‘protect and enhance’. Request that this be 

amended, otherwise the Plan is unsound and the Policy is unjustified. 

Other comments: 

 Replace ‘should’ with ‘must’ to strengthen policy. 

 The Register of Local Assets should include ‘tradition’ and things of an 

‘historic interest’, not just physical assets. Suggestion that ‘historic 

ceremonies’ be added to the list of items termed ‘heritage assets’. 

 Contradiction between the policy and the location of some of the proposed 

allocations being so close to heritage assets 

EN6 Air Quality (1 Support; 2 Object) 

Other comments: 

 Air quality should be monitored along the A379 between the two parts of 

SWE1 

EN7 Contaminated Land – no comments, support or objections 

EN8 Biodiversity Protection (3 Support; 4 Object) 

RSPB (223T) - Identify and map ecological networks and the best places to enhance 

biodiversity as part of this Local Plan. Strategic Nature Areas, within South West 

Nature Map, would be a suitable starting point alongside detailed local initiatives (i.e. 

priority habitats identified in GI study). Amendments suggested relating to 

ecosystems and additional wording to strengthen commitment to securing protection. 

Kingskerswell & District Conservation Society (17983) – Supporting text should 

include reference to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy 

Other comments: 

 List the cirl bunting as a specific target species in EN8 and apply development 

thinking directly with that in mind.  

EN9 Habitats and features (4 Support; 9 Object) 

Torbay Council (16630) – clarification on whether the County Wildlife Sites include 

Regionally Important Geological Sites, which are of equivalent status/value as CWS 

Kingskerswell & District Conservation Society (17983) – Supporting text should 

include reference to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 
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Woodland Trust (16865) – Policy should have absolute protection for ancient 

woodland, use NPPF wording. The Policy should make it clear that the mitigation 

caveats in sub-paras g) – i) do not apply to ancient woodland. The policy should 

specifically include a reference to ancient trees. 

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy 

Other comments: 

 points f) to j) should be deleted to protect habitats at all costs 

EN10 European Wildlife (3 Support; 2 Object) 

RSPB (223M) – the supporting text should describe the Joint Interim Approach for 

the Exe Estuary to show a more active commitment to it. Not enough information or 

commitment to delivery of SANGS to give certainty about securing, delivering and 

managing to avoid harm to the Ramsar/Natura 2000 sites. Recommended changes 

to text relating to commitment to undertaking necessary work.  

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy 

PCL Planning (302) – unclear on the basis of the financial contributions for 

undefined mitigation schemes, and how they will be sought, when and when will they 

be implemented. 

EN11 Protected and Priority Species (3 Support; 4 Object) 

RSPB (223O) – the policy should articulate a strategic mechanism to ensure the 

Plan does not cause population-level impact to Teignbridge’s cirl bunting population. 

Additional text suggested regarding this.  

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy 

PCL Planning (302) - The wording of criterion a) should be changed to replace 

'sufficient' with 'appropriate'. If a site is not suitable for particular species there should 

be no need to undertake a survey. 

EN12 Trees and Hedgerows (4 Support; 3 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – should refer to the inappropriate loss of woodland etc (2nd 

line) to allow for professional judgment and justified loss can be carried out. 

Woodland Trust (16865) – the policy should be expanded to include the ancient 

woodland and tree reference from Policy EN9 (sub-para c), in order to provide 

absolute protection of ancient woodland and also ancient trees by using the wording 

from the NPPF. 

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy. The protection of ancient woodland 

and veteran trees should be included. 
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Chapter 6 Heart of Teignbridge 

Arnold White Estates (17405) – Ilford Park/Drumbridges should be within the Heart 

of Teignbridge. Policies map should show the permissions at Ilford Park. Need to 

clearly define what/where we mean by ‘Heart of Teignbridge’. 

HT1 Movement (5 Support; 8 Object) 

Torbay Council (16630) – reopening of Kingskerswell rail station should not be at 

the expense of the new station at Edginswell 

RSPB (223ZE) – concern over northern link road and impact on wetland created 

post-mineral extraction restoration in the Bovey Basin. Question the prematurity of 

the Local Plan in the absence of Bovey Basin Area Action Plan. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – should refer to links to Dawlish as part of a 

circular route to Exeter 

Highways Agency (16646) – support HT1. Require further work on A38 junctions 

with A382 (Drumbridges) and A383 (Goodstone Cross) 

Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) – Unlikely that highway improvements will be funded solely 

through CIL 

Devon County Council (21406) – (c) should be ‘realignment of the A382’ not 

‘widening’. Points (d) and (e) are not required and should be deleted. Para 6.6 

referring to improvements at Balls Corner as a result of the northern link road should 

be deleted as this is not supported by modelling. Cost of the northern link road is 

prohibitive and better alternative would be to improve existing route across the 

Causeway. Environmental and recreational impact not outweighed by the benefits. 

HT2 Education (1 Support; 4 Object) 

Stover School (16782) – there is no recognition of the contribution made by private 

sector education. Opportunity for community use of buildings also applies to private 

education sector. 

Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036A) – unclear in b) if requirement if 

for 3 schools in total across west Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton 

Crown Estates (21304) – amend text to refer to alterations and that requirement for 

schools needs to be based on identified need and clear assessment of the facilities 

required. 

Devon County Council (21406) – it is recommended that point (g) is amended to 

clarify that new free schools are only likely to be supported where they add to the 

choice and diversity of education provision – rather than provide for the core 

education need policy) within a community. In addition, point (d) should refer to the 

need for “new secondary provision on land adjacent to ….” 
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HT3 Green Infrastructure (5 Support; 11 Object) 

Devon County Council (21406) – supporting text could be enhanced by briefly 

describing the significance of the Bovey Basin in relation to the Teignbridge GI 

RSPB (223) – need to identify how the delivery of the GI strategy will be funded. 

Amend c) to “identify, protect, create and manage areas to protect strategic flyways, 

foraging areas and breeding habitats of protected species”. Amend l) to include 

“Native species of local provenance will be used in the countryside and edge of 

settlements”  

PCL (302); Commercial Estates Group / Stanbury (21036C) – No evidence or 

justification for ‘no net loss’.  Commercial Estates Group suggest ‘seek to maintain or 

enhance GI through development’ as an alternative. 

PCL (302) – The policy appears to be a burden on development. Need much more 

detail on amounts required, how it will be secured and managed in the future. 

Devon Countryside Access Forum (16694) – should include reference to 

opportunities for horse riding. Should also make reference to close consultation with 

landowners and managers. 

Weaver/Newman (17385); De Vere (17396); Bright (18376); Weaver/Porter/Page-

Dove (25618) – object to allocation of Aller Valley Country Park without subsidy from 

housing as part of the site. 

Natural England (20045) – welcome this policy 

Clarence Developments (21297R, 21297U) – lack of clarity between HT3 and 

WE11 on whether this is double counting. Standards don’t seem to tally with the 

Green Space Strategy.  

Codex (25500B) – need clearer definition of GI and distinction with other open space 

that may be required 

Chapter 7 Newton Abbot 

NA1 Houghton Barton (6 Support; 14 Object) 

RSPB (223D) – allocation will affect 2% of the national population of cirl buntings 

and more positive, effective off-site compensation is required. Policy hook for 

biodiversity off-setting required. Premature to support water based recreation at 

Ringslade Quarry. Cirl bunting mitigation ‘must’ be part of proposals, not ‘should 

Plymouth and Devon Racial Equality Council (16662) support G&T provision on 

site 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – GI undeliverable in NA1/NA2 due to ownerships 

and too small to meet requirements of other policies. Recommend Country Park. 
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Sibelco (15766) object to any use on land identified in Bovey Basin Strategy for 

extraction in 2042-2100 timescale where it would sterilise the minerals. Employment 

and playing field considered acceptable 

Imerys (20237) – Need to consider compatibility with mineral working adjacent to 

site. Not all of the site is appropriate for GI/ecological improvements. 

Commercial Estates Group /Stanbury (21036D) and Clarence Developments 

(21297) seek increase in allocation and deletion of G&T requirement due to lack of 

evidence or consideration of deliverability.  

Redmayne/Langer (19026) and Clarence Developments (21297) – question the 

evidence for deleting parts of the allocation on grounds of potential impact on greater 

horseshoe bats. Reports provided stating that lack of strategic flyways identified by 

Natural England report show there is no evidence to back up the deletion. 

Natural England (20045) – welcome the inclusion of green infrastructure based on 

report commissioned by LPA  

Clarence Developments (21297) – route, phasing, delivery and funding of the road 

needs to be clarified. Object to Seale Hayne, B2/B8 and Gypsy and Traveller 

elements of the Policy. Green infrastructure areas questioned with concern over 

double counting. The site should be larger than shown in the Plan. 

Other comments: 

 Increased traffic on A382 and A383, with potential conflict with existing uses 

and all users of the road 

 NA1 should face more towards Drumbridges 

 Should make specific reference to horse riders when talking about walking 

and cycling routes 

 Require consideration of location of G+T site  

NA2 Whitehill (1 Support; 5 Object) 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – GI is undeliverable and too small. A country park 

should be provided. 

Sibelco (17566) – Berry Knowles and East Golds should be allocated as part of 

NA2. 

Barter (25610) – policy should allow some sites to be delivered early, not require a 

masterplan in place before development comes forward. Clarification required on 

what is meant by ‘community facility’ and where the justification for one is. On-site 

renewable energy requirement should be changed to refer to carbon reduction. 

Other comments: 
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 Visual impact on All Saints unacceptable as building land is too high, needs 

better protection. 

 Potential issues from natural springs on site 

 Wildlife and road impacts 

NA3 Wolborough (3 Support; 224 Object) 

RSPB (223C) – The allocation boundary should be revised in order to leave major 

corridors of habitat between the Country Park and the open countryside to the south. 

Recommend additional text relating to mitigation for loss of or harm to cirl bunting 

territories. 

PCL Planning (302) – suggest changes to the policy and request for justification for 

some requirements relating to green infrastructure, but in principle support the 

allocation. 

Natural England (20045) – In general the biodiversity measures incorporated into 

the policy are welcomed particularly a green buffer between development and Decoy 

woods to protect and enhance the Wolborough Fen Site of Special Scientific Interest 

and flight routes and foraging areas of greater horseshoe bats. 

Devon County Council (21406) – support d) and inclusion of 7.37 referring to pre-

extraction of minerals 

Abbotskerswell Parish Council (16587B) – concerns over coalescence of Newton 

Abbot and Abbotskerswell, increases in traffic and pollution, and the impact on 

wildlife, listed buildings, landscape and protected species. Suggest alternatives at 

Houghton Barton, Bradley Barton, Milber, Forches Cross and windfalls.  

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – loss of biodiversity due to encirclement of County 

Wildlife Site and SSSI, plus the impact of a new road 

Other comments:  

 Disagree with population projections and therefore need for this allocation and 

any of the associated infrastructure 

 impact on SSSI and County Wildlife Sites/impact on wildlife/habitats,  

 any reduction in numbers should be taken off Wolborough, alternatively delete 

Wolborough and distribute elsewhere,  

 loss of open break between Abbotskerswell and Newton Abbot, proposed 

green break between Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell is too small and 

inadequate 

 sceptical about the protection of the ridge 

 loss of agricultural land and token provision of allotments,  

 road capacity of existing network is inadequate and proposed road will be 

bigger and more expensive than set out in the Plan, the alignment cannot be 

delivered 
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 light pollution and noise from the road will impact on current tranquillity,  

 setting of the church 

 Suggest alternative sites for development and suggest use of windfalls. 

 Noise/air/light pollution 

NA3A Beverley Way (1 Support; 9 Object) 

Other comments:  

 Landscape/conservation/SSSI impact 

 Can’t accommodate the parking required 

 Flood risk and inability to provide adequate drainage 

 Visual impact of retaining wall that will be needed 

 Covenants on site preventing development 

 Traffic on Totnes Road 

 Nearby listed building 

NA4 Milber (2 Support; 4 Object) 

Haccombe PC (16579) – consider sufficient employment allocated to west; concern 

about traffic and access. Recommend deletion of the employment allocation c). 

Centrax (17303) – support policy but proposals aren’t viable to help Centrax expand. 

To make the scheme viable requires a number of changes: 150 houses and some 

retail on site, renegotiate s106 contributions of approved scheme, close working with 

TDC and bid for Regional Growth Fund money. Response sets out an alternative 

policy. 

DCC Historic Environment (20548) – para 7.46 should include reference to 

assessing archaeological impact of development of this site 

Close (21563) – recommend larger site. Object to AGLV allocation as the site isn’t of 

high scenic quality and proximity to Milber Camp would not prejudice the Scheduled 

Ancient Monument 

Other comments: 

 Recommend more housing at Milber in place of development at Wolborough 

NA5 Buckland Barton (0 Support; 11 Object) 

RSPB (223B) – Recommend additional text relating to mitigation for loss of or harm 

to cirl bunting territories.  

Other comments: 

 Impact on AGLV/CPA/Haccombe valley; traffic/road capacity; conflict of traffic 

movements with SWW waste water treatment works 
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NA6 Bradley Barton (0 Support; 3 Object) 

Helme (22708) suggests increasing site by 8 hectares (310 houses) as an 

alternative to development at Wolborough 

Other comments: 

 Visual impact 

 Loss of agricultural land 

 Conflict of traffic movement caused by the school 

NA8 Town Centre Development (2 Support; 0 Object) 

Torbay Council (16630) – support 

Newton Abbot CIC (18918A) – should include reference to NA Town Centre 

Regeneration Study as referred to in policy S14(d) 

Other comments: 

 Changes in retail relate to move from shops to on-line. Future of the town 

centre is food and drink, A2 and charity shops.  

NA9 Town Centre Market Areas (0 Support; 2 Object) 

Newton Abbot Chamber of Trade & Commerce (17533) – clause NA9 a) should 

be changed to reduce the retail space target to 5000 sq.m; e) should be changed to 

say “maintain or improve upon existing short stay parking provision”. 

Other comments: 

 Should improve offer of what exists (craft/other types of fair instead of car 

boot sales) and embrace uniqueness of having a cattle market within the town 

rather than replacing it 

NA10 Bradley Lane (0 Support; 4 Object) 

Newton Abbot Chamber of Trade & Commerce (17533), Abbotskerswell Parish 

Council (16587) – remove requirement to investigate potential road through Bradley 

Lane/Bakers Park.  

Lacey (20419) – need to make sure scheme is viable. 

Other comments: 

 object to road and its impact on Bakers Park and Steppes Meadow due to 

loss of trees, severance of the park and walking/cycling routes, impact on 

community garden, effect on residential properties and playing pitches, air 

quality problem would only be moved 
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NA12 Cricketfield (0 Support; 2 Object) 

Newton Abbot Chamber of Trade and Commerce (17533) – delete policy as it will 

result in the loss of car parking 

Chapter 8 Kingsteignton 

KS1 Sands Copse (1 Support; 3 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – impact on the integrity of the South Hams SAC needs to 

be considered in combination with Policy KS3, Minerals and Waste Plans and 

current proposals such as the B3193 diversion before it can be allocated. 

Kingsteignton TC (16580) - Don’t agree with DCC view that a new junction on A380 

isn’t feasible or necessary. New A380 junction should be created. 

Clifford Estate (17600) – Good vehicular access onto A38, which will be improved 

further following realignment of the B3193. Proximity to Kingsteignton provides 

accessible employment opportunities. Lower proportion of site available immediately, 

with whole site available for development in plan period. 

DCC (21406) – Potential CHP and district heating could be mentioned as a possible 

opportunity in this allocation. 

KS2 Ware Barton (0 Support; 18 Object) 

Newton Abbot Chamber of Trade (17533) – park and ride/change isn’t viable 

Bishopsteignton PC (16570) – Is sensitive landscape and in CPA and AGLV and 

there is no reason to change this. Should be removed from plan. No indication of 

who park and ride would serve or evidence of need. Reference to 1200 jobs being 

created is unfeasible and without evidence. 

Kingsteignton TC (16580) – Need for Park and Ride has not been researched and 

it should be removed. Policy has been weakened since Preferred Option and 

wording should be reinstated. 

CPRE (17084) – Highly visible and will have landscape impact. Proposed uses are 

not appropriate and question the viability of the Park and Change or Freight Transfer 

station. Traffic issues at the junction.  

Bishopsteignton Residents Association (19991) – Unacceptable impact on a 

visually sensitive site. There should be less employment development around 

Kingsteignton. Practicality of freight transfer site and park and ride questioned. 

Other comments: 

 Will be environmentally damaging for a site at the gateway to Teign Estuary 

 Highly visible open countryside within CPA and AGLV 
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 Impact on cross estuary views. 

 Forms part of visually unbroken stretch of unspoilt, productive farmland. 

 Impact on amenity of neighbouring homes and retirement home to the 

northern edge 

 Other sites more appropriate for employment 

KS3 Land at Abbrook (1 Support; 3 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – impact on the integrity of the South Hams SAC needs to 

be considered in combination with Policy KS1, Minerals and Waste Plans and 

current proposals such as the B3193 diversion before it can be allocated. 

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580) – should include reference to the carbon 

reduction strategy and quality development. 

Sibelco (17566) – strongly support the allocation, but criterion (g) which phases 

development until after the consented Broadway Relief Road is completed should be 

removed.  This constrains development and may not be necessary. 

Devon County Council (21406) – support  

KS4 Town Centre Consolidation and KS5 Town Council Offices - no comments, 

support or objection 

KS6 Penns Mount (0 Support; 10 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – generally support, but unsure about proposals for adjoining 

green infrastructure, and self build requirement. 

Shutterton Park Limited (308) – should not be allocated as it now has planning 

permission. 

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570) – visual impact. 

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580) – The site should not include the Community 

Resource Centre site, which should remain in community use.  Object to the removal 

of reference to a quality development from the policy. 

CPRE (17084) – visual impact, and should not have been granted in advance of the 

local plan adoption. 

Codex Land (25500) – the requirement for green infrastructure at the top of the hill 

is unjustified and should be removed, as it will prevent development coming forward. 

Coombesend Road Residents Association (25531) – visual impact. 
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KS7 North of Passage House (0 Support; 10 Object) 

Bishopsteignton Parish Council (16570 (N)) - The site is currently within the 

Coastal Preservation Area, but omitted from Undeveloped Coast. Require a clearer 

definition of what would be allowed there should KS7 be accepted.  

CPRE (17084J) - Site is within prominent estuary landscape with existing AGLV and 

Coastal Protection Area. There is little or no detail as to what types of activities are 

proposed and what effect it would have.  

Bishopsteignton Residents Association (19991A) – The site in question is 

visually part of the Teign Estuary. Appropriate Leisure uses could still be permitted 

for this area subject to the criteria set out in Policy EN2.  Omit policy KS7. 

Coombesend Road Residents Association (25531T) – Unclear what leisure uses 

would be permitted. Development would visually impact on the estuary and open 

countryside, and result in the loss of productive agricultural land. 

Other comments:  

 Development would spoil the visual landscape at close range as well as from 

further away.  

 As a purely recreational facility, the field is well suited for this purpose in its 

current form.  

 There is no need to install 'leisure', which would certainly detract from its 

landscape qualities. 

KS8 Land at Rydon Depot (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Kingsteignton Town Council (16580J) – This new policy has not benefitted from 

any previous public consultation and for this reason should be removed. 

Chapter 9 Kingskerswell 

KK1 Land off Torquay Road (0 Support; 7 Object) 

RSPB (223K) – object to the allocation as it will result in the loss of two cirl bunting 

breeding territories and impact on two others. Recommend additional text relating to 

mitigation for loss of or harm to cirl bunting territories.  

Embury (17985) – access should be between The Sloop and Embury Close as 

proposed accesses are not suitable. 

Embury (17985) and Crown Estate (21304) – the flood plain is smaller than shown 

on the policies map, EA have updated records. 

Roberts (21230B) – suggest access is through their land 
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Crown Estates (21304) – suggest changes to policy but in principle support the 

allocation. 

Kingskerswell and District Conservation Society (17983) – school site should be 

protected from development and safeguard further areas for expansion. Should also 

be retained areas for recreational use and ecological studies 

Other comments:  

 encroachment into Coffinswell/open countryside 

KK2 Land to Rear of Mount Pleasant Road – no comments, support or objections 

KK3 Land to rear of Barn Owl (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Hall & Woodhouse (17316) – affordable housing should be expressed as a target 

rather than a requirement 

KK4 Aller Valley Country Park (4 Support; 4 Object) 

RSPB (223ZC), Torbay Council (16630), Devon Wildlife Trust (16853), 

Kingskerswell & District Conservation Society (17983) – support  

Weaver/Newman (17385), Whiteway-Wilkinson (17396), Bright (18376), Weaver, 

Porter, Page-Dove (25618) (landowners) – support in principle but consider site 

could be mixed use (residential and recreation) to assist in brining the land forward. 

KK5 Village Centre (2 Support; 1 Object) 

Torbay Council (16630) – support, subject to scale being proportionate to the role 

of the centre 

Chapter 10 South West Exeter 

SWE1 South West Exeter Urban Extension (3 Support; 21 Object) 

Bovis Homes (21303) – Object to policy requirements as set out SWE1-3 but 

support the allocation in principle. Suggest an alternative masterplan. 

RSPB (223) – Important to make sure that any changes to the Matford Brook do not 

affect the hydrology or water quality of the Matford Marshes or Exe Estuary SPA or 

RAMSAR site.  Recommend additional text relating to mitigation for loss of or harm 

to cirl bunting territories. Welcome the 20 ha of green space, to include natural green 

space.    

Highways Agency (16646) – The proposals include sustainable travel opportunities, 

enhanced public transport hubs and other sustainable measures to reduce the 

impact of development in this area on the Strategic Road Network (M5, A38, A30). 

However, the Agency will need to see a robust transport evidence base along with 
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mitigating measures for impacts on the SRN as appropriate. 

Devon County Council (21406) – The new primary schools should be within the 

allocation, not at Exminster. The policy should state that the opportunity for electricity 

and heat is from the energy from waste facility at Marsh Barton. Educational need 

generated by this development includes two primary schools and one secondary 

school or one primary school and one all through school. 

Exeter City Council (16631) – Support the overall level of growth in the plan, which 

contributes to the future growth of Exeter 

Exminster Parish Council (404) – Investment required in infrastructure in 

Exminster to accommodate growth. Further consideration needed on the impact of 

2,000 plus proposed new homes on Exminster village. 

PCL Planning (302) - References to the SW Exeter Masterplan should be included 

in Policy SWE1 if they are important.  Need greater engagement of stakeholders in 

the masterplan. Concern that the increased traffic on the A379 will adversely affect 

the attractiveness of the Marsh Barton / Matford business areas. 

Exeter and East Devon Low Carbon Task Force (25540) – The policy is too weak 

to deliver a comprehensive site wide, low carbon solution. Proposed wording for new 

criterion (i) : ‘ a site wide District Heating system to which all developments will 

connect unless applicants can prove that the system is unviable’ 

Cllr Alan Connett (21533) – Pressure of traffic from south west of Exeter on the 

A379 through the villages of Starcross, Kenton and Exminster. The Policy should 

require improvements the A379 and the northern exit from Exminster onto 

Sannerville Way. 

Cllr Margaret Clark (21327) – Bring forward the primary school into phase 1 as 

Alphington Primary school is full. Phasing of the secondary school is too late, bring 

forward to avoid cross city movement to other schools. 

Cllr Paul Bull Exeter City Council (21078) – An orbital bus route linking all new 

developments around Exeter is required, along with a modal shift in transport 

provision. The nature of the A379 will need to be fundamentally changed so that it 

can become a usable space for pedestrians and cyclists. Infrastructure should be 

delivered in a timely manner and there needs to be close working with infrastructure 

providers. 

Alphington Village Forum (25527) – there should be a green break between the 

proposed allocation and the boundary with Exeter City. Development will impact on 

the landscape setting of Exeter and the gateway to the southern part of the city. 

Downgrading the A379 will lead to rat running through Alphington and will form a 

barrier to a well connected and sustainable urban extension. 

Matford Mews Management Company Ltd (16964) – Recent flooding at Matford 
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Mews from higher land that is in farming use 

Summerfield Homes (17606) – Proposed development in one location would be 

likely to lead to an inflexible and constrained delivery of housing. Additional site 

promoted. 

Heavitree Brewery Plc (18358) – propose site for mixed use business and 

residential 

Plymouth and Devon Racial Equality Council (16662) – Support the inclusion of 

pitches for Gypsies and Travellers in a mixed use housing development.  

Other comments:  

 Rename as ‘Exminster Urban Extension’ as it is within Exminster parish  

 The plan should set out how this will be a vibrant new community  

 If Gypsy and Traveller sites have to be found, minimise the number  

 Have indigenous planting, locally distinctive design and materials 

 Visual impact and loss of high quality agricultural land. Areas for grazing, 

horticulture and farming should be included. 

 Unacceptable impact on the village of Alphington and its Conservation Area  

 The viability appraisal for the south west Exeter urban extension shows that 

the development is capable of delivering 40% affordable housing 

 Need a wider Exeter plan to understand impact of new development in and 

adjacent to the city, the required level of infrastructure and the likely 

distribution of employment, most of which focuses to the east. 

 Unacceptable traffic impact of congestion, pollution, noise from A379, 

including from schemes approved in Exminster. Road infrastructure 

unsuitable to accommodate this growth. 

 Development will be fragmented by the A379, which will affect movement and 

safe crossing of roads 

 Suggested alternative approach of development to the south of the A379 in 

the form of a village development (less than 1000 houses), with a green 

separation between Alphington and Matford 

 Varying suggestions for transport improvements including roundabouts at the 

junction between the A379 and Chudleigh Road, one way streets, a twin lane 

major road to by-pass Exeter to the west (Crediton or Mid Devon Link) and 

reopening Exminster station. 

 Need to bring forward the transport mitigation measures identified in the 

South West Exeter Transportation Access Strategy and the Masterplan 

sooner 

SWE2 Employment adjacent to Peamore (1 Support; 8 Object) 

Devon County Council (21406) – object because the site is isolated from and 

poorly related to residential development, would result in unnecessary travel and 
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only be accessible by private car. There is a risk of overprovision of employment 

land around Exeter which could impact on the delivery of strategic employment 

allocations elsewhere.  

Skypark Development Partnership (21531) – In an isolated, unsustainable location 

away from existing and proposed residential areas. No demonstrable need, could 

jeopardise the viability and delivery of Skypark and other key strategic developments 

such as Science Park. Alternative wording proposed. 

Exeter Estates Ltd (17053) – Support policy. 

Eagle One Ltd & Prego Ltd (21572) – Relates poorly to the developed area of 

Exeter. Could adversely impact on the delivery of Matford Phase 3 employment 

allocation / permission in Exeter City – excessive regarding the needs of expansion 

of existing businesses. Identify for delivery post 2021. 

Bovis Homes (21303) – Policy S3 distributes 5% of employment at the South West 

of Exeter, which is 3 hectares of the 60 hectare total. However, this differs from 

Policy SWE2, which allocates 5 hectares of land for employment uses. Query 

whether the 5 hectares at SWE2 also includes other employment generating uses 

(including uses outside the B classes). It is also unclear if this is the total 

employment land for the whole allocation, including provision within Exeter City – 

oversupply of employment land. 

Exminster Parish Council (404) – Concern regarding traffic safety with an increase 

in heavy goods traffic through Kennford and other highway issues regarding the 

access to the site from A379. 

Exeter City Council (16631) – The proposed South West Exeter urban extension’s 

contribution to the future growth of Exeter is welcome. 

Kenn Parish Council (16582) - Land is already allocated in SWE1 and existing at 

Marsh Barton. The allocation of land for business use in SWE1 and the existing site 

at Marsh Barton should provide all the requirements for business use. 

Other comments: 

 Increase in traffic 

SWE3 Ridge Top Park (3 Support; 4 Object) 

RSPB (223) – supports the proposed Park, but no information presented to 

determine its objectives in meeting the recreational needs of existing and new 

residents and diverting this pressure away from the Natura 2000 sites. Not clear how 

the timely delivery of the Park will be secured, its design or long term management. 

Habitat management for cirl buntings should be a priority for the site.  

Devon County Council (21406) – The Trood Lane site is under lease until 2017, but 
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planning permission for the landfill and inert waste recycling does not have an end 

date and could remain open for another 30 years. Conditions associated with the 

waste operations include requirements for cirl bunting habitat and noise (as well as 

dust) impacts. Any residential development in this area will need to address the 

potential conflict. 

PCL Planning Ltd (302) – It is not clear what the justification is for this policy and it 

appears that there is little or no thought given to implementation. Its’ relationship to 

the mitigation of any identified ecological impacts of new development is unclear. 

Exminster Parish Council (404) – Could have enormous implications for Exminster. 

No indication is given where the car park will be sited, or information on recreational 

and leisure facilities. 

Exeter City Council (16631) – The proposed South West Exeter urban extension’s 

contribution to the future growth of Exeter is welcome.  

Bovis Homes (21303) – No objection to the principles but the hectare figures should 

be removed and revised in accordance with Bovis’ Masterplan. The quantum of open 

space proposed is substantially in excess of the requirements that would arise from 

NPFA guidelines. Expect that the landfill will close and be part of the open space for 

the site once restored.  

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Support policy and keen to engage fully in the 

design, and where appropriate, delivery and long term management of these areas. 

Other comments: 

 Debatable whether sufficient people would be prepared to travel from as far 

away as Dawlish as an alternative to visiting the Dawlish Warren SAC. 

Adequate management of the SAC should be enough to prevent people 

disturbing the wildlife 

 Possible visual and environmental intrusion on surrounding wildlife. Mitigation 

measures may not be sufficient 

 Will it fit into the topography of the area? 

 Traffic generation to get to the Ridge Top Park 

Chapter 11 Dawlish 

DA1 South of Shutterton Lane (11 Support; 6 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – Suitable for employment uses. Need to define the types of 

employment use acceptable. Develop to high standard at the beginning of built up 

area.  

RSPB (223) – Impact on Cirl Bunting breeding territories. Need a more positive 

framework to provide strategic compensation for this level of impact. Draft local plan 

does not give a high level of confidence that effective off-site compensation will be 
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delivered and managed appropriately in the long term. Need a policy hook to support 

the identification, delivery and long term management of a strategic cirl bunting 

compensation site. Additional wording suggested regarding this. 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – Site should be developed for housing. The DA1 site is 

not available for employment use. Reword policy to as drafted in the September 

2012 version of the draft proposed submission local plan 

DARE (298) – Must be linked to the Shutterton Business Park via a bridge over 

Shutterton Brook 

Other comments: 

 There is a need for a strategic break between the industrial edge of Dawlish 

and Dawlish Warren, which should be defined on the Policies Map 

 No need for employment land and the approved employment is not developed 

 Only 3% new jobs are planned for Dawlish, not clear how the plan will reduce 

the shortfall of jobs in the local area 

 Cannot guarantee adequate / enhanced sewage and water drainage systems 

 Query whether light industrial is an appropriate gateway to Dawlish 

DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane (11 Support; 8 Object) 

PCL Planning (302) – The exact boundaries of the allocation should have some 

flexibility to deal with application site boundaries and/or respond to redevelopment 

opportunities that may arise, including a wider area of land that will be available for 

development in the near future at Langdon Hospital. 

RSPB (223) – Site includes 5 breeding territories for cirl buntings and cirl bunting 

County Wildlife Site, which should be excluded from the site in a revised DA2. The 

plan should include provision for effective off-site compensation to fully offset 

impacts on cirl buntings. Need a policy hook to support the identification, delivery 

and long term management of a strategic cirl bunting compensation site. Additional 

wording suggested regarding this. 

Shutterton Park Ltd (308) – Complex land ownerships and need major 

infrastructure. Reword policy to as drafted in the September 2012 version of the draft 

proposed submission local plan. The site is at flood risk, including at Langdon Road. 

Loss of agricultural land and conflict with Policy EN9 which seeks to protect County 

Wildlife Sites.  

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Amend to include small triangular area of land for 

green infrastructure adjacent to Elm Grove Road development. 

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd (17314) – DA2 should include a local or district 

centre, around which other commercial and community uses could cluster – the 

existing Sainsburys store is well placed to provide a focus for this. 
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Devon Senior Voice (25504) Support extra care housing scheme and other elderly 

housing provision.  

DARE (298) – Need a way to guarantee delivery of the multipurpose building. 

Masterplan cannot be enforced on developers / builders by the Council. A significant 

area of land north west of the existing urban area has no designation or protection. 

Include a specific protective designation for this area or development boundary. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – Responds to representations made to the Core 

Strategy Draft. 

Other comments: 

 Support vehicular access through the development 

 Impact on the A379, especially at Starcross and Kenton and surrounding 

infrastructure 

 Need to ensure link between DA2 and delivery of SANGS at the Dawlish 

Warren Coastal Park 

 Ideal location for cycling / walking to school and the town centre.  

 Infrastructure requirements are a significant barrier to DA2 coming forward in 

a timely manner 

 Cannot guarantee adequate / enhanced sewage and water drainage systems 

 Proportion of affordable homes should be nearer 50%  

 Amend policy through the deletion of clause a) and replacement beginning 

text to include reference to comprehensive landscape and design led 

masterplan 

 Extend settlement limit to Langdon Road and include green infrastructure – 

the masterplan should define where development and the green infrastructure 

should go 

 Include a park and ride facility 

DA3 North of Meadow Park – policy deleted (0 Support; 1 Object) 

DA4 West of Southdowns Road (1 Support; 53 Object) 

Holcombe Residents’ Association (249) – Erosion of buffer zone between Dawlish 

and Holcombe 

RSPB (223) – Provides habitat for at least one cirl bunting breeding territory, barn 

owls other birds and bats, flora and fauna. Draft local plan should give a high level of 

confidence that effective off-site compensation will be delivered and managed 

appropriately in the long term. Need a policy hook to support the identification, 

delivery and long term management of a strategic cirl bunting compensation site. 

Additional wording suggested regarding this. 

Luscombe Estate (21186) – There is an opportunity for increased allocation to 80 

homes delivering community benefits and environmental gains with Suitable 
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Alternative Natural Green Space on land east of Teignmouth Road. 

Dawlish SOUL (21265) – Public footpath / right of way through the site/ do not use 

this as a tarmac cycleway.  

Other comments: 

 No reason why this is not Undeveloped Coast  

 Would result in building a ridgeline where landscape screening will not be 

effective  

 Development illegal under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Bern 

Convention 1979  

 There are other more suitable sites 

 The site is out of range of community facilities / gradients to the town 

 Use brownfield sites and empty homes first 

 The increase / reductions in the number of proposed houses shows this is not 

strategic planning based on need 

 Not enough jobs for locals. New employment will not happen at Dawlish due 

to poor communications to rest of the country 

 Building on the land will increase flooding 

 There is a spring under the land that runs under Southdowns Road 

 Cannot guarantee adequate / enhanced sewage and water drainage systems 

 Proportion of affordable homes should be nearer 50%. 75% affordable homes 

also suggested 

 The area offered by the Luscombe Estate in mitigation on the other side of the 

A379 is unsuitable for walking / dog walking / recreational use as the field is 

too steep 

 Negative impact on tourism 

 Loss of Coastal Preservation Area, Area of Great Landscape Value, local 

amenity for people and views out to sea 

 Environmentally sensitive land should not be used unless there are overriding 

economic reasons 

 The overall number for Dawlish should be 500, not 900. Inadequate 

infrastructure 

 Southdowns Road is unsuitable to serve new development, with a dangerous 

junction with the A379 

 No need for this development. Insufficient evidence why this site is needed. 

Plenty of houses for sale at Dawlish 

 20 dwellings not worthwhile. A larger development will follow 

 Loss of versatile agricultural land / Grade 3 

 Potential impact on neighbouring Oaklands Wood 

DA5 Land at Littleleigh, Holcombe (2 Support; 7 Object) 

Holcombe Residents’ Association (249) – site could impact on a known cirl 
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bunting nesting site only 250m away. The village has narrow roads often without a 

pavement and substandard junctions, including onto the A379 (Fordens Lane 

junction). Within Area of Great Landscape Value and Coastal Preservation Area. 

There is an inconsistency between the allocation of the housing site at Holcombe 

and the fact that it is not designated as a village in policy S21 of the local plan.  

DARE (298) – support this proposal 

Other comments 

 No reason why this site is not within the Undeveloped Coast 

 Cannot guarantee adequate / enhanced sewage and water drainage systems 

 Proportion of affordable homes should be nearer 50%  

 There could be 100 additional vehicle movements each day 

 Increase the amount of land allocated and change the settlement limit 

 Inadequacy of sewerage system – has overflowed on the Smugglers Lane / 

Hall Lane junction 

 Disruption to patients at Leigh House 

 Westcliff primary school is an unacceptable distance away for children to walk 

to 

 Access from Holcombe Road, in terms of both visibility at the junction and 

highway width into the site is adequate to provide an adoptable highway to 

serve at least 20 dwellings 

 Holcombe should have village status but the site would be outside the village 

boundary / envelope that exists in the present adopted local plan 

 Policy EN2 refers to the gap between Dawlish and Holcombe. No explanation 

has been provided why this gap / buffer should be eroded 

 The Councillors have ignored the views of local people, when the planners 

had removed this allocation from the local plan  

 If extra housing is needed within the village the answer would be to direct it 

through land owned by the Luscombe Estate onto the A379 opposite the 

Smugglers Inn. 

DA6 Dawlish Green Infrastructure (8 Support; 3 Object) 

DARE (298) – The plan lacks detail for the provision of growing food locally. Avoid 

the loss of high grade agricultural land. 

PCL Planning (302) – No justification for the policy. Appears to be a new 

development tax. The policy is contrary to the CIL Regulations (Reg 122) and should 

be deleted. 

Luscombe Estate (21186) – opportunity for up to 4 hectares of new public open 

space on land east of Teignmouth Road in the form of Suitable Alternative Natural 

Green Space as part of extended residential allocation on land west of Southdowns 

Road. 
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Other comments 

 No reason why this site is not within the Undeveloped Coast 

 There is still a need to improve the cycling route from Eastdon towards the 

train station / Dawlish Warren 

 A pedestrian /cycle route along the Shutterton Brook should connect to the 

Exe Estuary Cycling network 

DA7 Dawlish Warren Coastal Park (2 Support; 8 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – reference to the “serviced accommodation” in policy 

DA7 should be removed. The DA7 designation should not take the land out of the 

Policy EN2 Undeveloped Coast designation, as it needs protection from all but very 

minor forms of development. The policies map cannot be coloured both green and 

blue – apply the Undeveloped Coast policy designation and use an alternative 

means to show the Coastal Park area 

RSPB (223) – It is not clear how the Council will secure the timely provision of this 

area to divert pressure from the Natura 2000 and RAMSAR site and its long term 

management. The area includes seed-rich arable habitat for farmland birds of 

conservation concern (skylarks, linnets, yellowhammers and cirl buntings). Include 

habitat for cirl buntings and farmland birds as part of the Coastal Park.  

DARE (298) –Coastal Park won’t have much effect on visitor numbers at Dawlish 

Warren due to the proximity of visitor accommodation and leisure facilities. The 

decrease in visitors will be offset by the increased residential population and year 

round effect from the urban extension on the north side of Dawlish. Suggest an 

alternative location on the open break between Sainsbury’s and the Sandpipers 

development. Object to any building in the Undeveloped Coast. 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – Impact on the topography and extra motor traffic 

generated / increased loading on the A379 which needs improvement. Must be a 

good regional attraction if it is to be sustainable through large parts of the year. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Keen to fully engage in the design, delivery and 

long-term management of this area. 

Other comments 

 Need for an urban design and landscape study to establish developer 

parameters  

 This large area of level cliff top is threatened by creeping holiday lodge 

development and the casual use of open fields for car boot sales and other 

uses 

 Prominent in longer coastal views from East Devon and Exmouth and must 

conform to policies EN1 and EN2 

 No justification to take over this land to deliver houses several miles away, not 
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within a short walking distance. Needs to be adjacent to new houses.  

 Current owners have chosen to keep this area as farm land not promote it for 

development 

 A smaller cliff top park with additional visitor attractions and seasonal tourist 

accommodation may be more achievable to deliver from private landowners 

who will not have to provide green infrastructure for developers elsewhere 

 The Coastal Park will destroy natural green space between Dawlish and 

Dawlish Warren 

DA9 Dawlish – Movement (3 Support; 4 Object) 

RSPB (223) – The proposed link road from Elm Grove Drive to the A379 Exeter 

Road will have direct impact on at least one cirl bunting breeding territory. Need a 

more positive framework to provide strategic compensation for this level of impact. 

Draft local plan should give a high level of confidence that effective off-site 

compensation will be delivered and managed appropriately in the long term. Need a 

policy hook to support the identification, delivery and long term management of a 

strategic cirl bunting compensation site. Additional wording suggested regarding this. 

Devon County Council (21406) – concern over the use of the word "supported" 

with regard to improvements to public transport services in Dawlish as outlined in 

point (d) of this policy, as this suggests that Devon County Council will financially 

support the service in the long term, for which funds are not available. The County 

Council is clear that new bus services should not require subsidies in the long term. 

Other comments 

 Support this policy improving the connectivity and accessibility to include 

Dawlish Warren  

 No detail of improved rail services – need extra coaches now 

 Include proposals requiring the investigation of the need for a park and ride 

facility for Dawlish 

DA10 Education Facilities (3 Support; 1 Object) 

Devon County Council (21406) – secondary provision in the area will be sufficient 

to meet future needs and there is no requirement for longer term expansion. Further 

capacity provision to Dawlish Community College will not be required or funded by 

Devon County Council. 

Other comments 

 Support improved facilities at existing schools to ensure they can take 

additional pupils as a result of increased housing in the area  

 A new school will need to be taken into consideration recognising the greater 

distance to travel to the nearest existing school from the Shutterton 

development. 
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 Enhancements to existing primary school facilities and to Dawlish Community 

College are also necessary to support proposed growth at the town  

DA11 Dawlish Healthcare – policy deleted (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Other comments 

 Extra healthcare provision should be seriously considered as there is only one 

doctor’s surgery and the growth of the town would likely place it under undue 

pressure.  

 Reinstate the policy 

DA12 Regeneration (4 Support; 4 Object) 

Dawlish Town Council (16600) – Welcome the inclusion of a replacement 

bandstand as “an improved structure that will provide a focus for arts and events”. 

There is no mention of improvements and extension to Dawlish Leisure Centre on 

Sandy Lane, which will come under additional pressure from the present 450 homes 

under construction and the additional 860 in DA2. 

DARE (298) – Points d) Warren Approach, e) Dawlish seafront, and f) improvements 

to Dawlish Business Park are beyond the control of the Council and are therefore 

merely aspirations 

Other comments 

 The policy fails to include measures to deal with flooding. Include a system to 

deal with floodwater when Dawlish Water rises 

 No mention of a Children’s Play area/adventure playground on Lawn area 

 It is assumed full pedestrianisation (even for restricted hours) is ruled out. 

 No mention of replacing Kiosk at Coryton Cove. 

 Regeneration at the Sun Burnt Arms and Lee Cliff Park on the approach to 

the Warren is needed 

 Health hazard from fouling by pigeons on the seawall under the station 

 No mention of cleaning out the Brook at regular intervals. 

Chapter 12 Teignmouth 

Associated British Ports (16665) – Does not make it clear in the Policy that any 

such facilities e.g.: National Cycle Network or Marina facility shall not in any way 

compromise existing Port Operations. Alternative safer routes should be sought. 

Teignmouth Harbour Commission (16692) - There is only brief mention of the 

commercial port, which is one of only 3 working commercial ports in Devon and 

which has a significant effect on the local economy, imports and exports from South 

Devon, transport and employment. Visitor attraction to see cargo ships. 

Other comments 
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 The Council’s desire to improve Teignmouth as a tourist destination should 

not be at the expense of existing commercial port operations 

 Teignmouth needs to be more accessible, have more population and more 

jobs, to give the community a fighting economic chance. Need a more 

ambitious overarching plan 

 There is only cursory mention of the main line rail station at Teignmouth, 

another of the town’s strengths which needs support to survive 

 Transfer the whole harbour area from a commercial to a leisure role  

TE1 Broadway to Headway Cross (Phase 1) – policy deleted (3 Support; 3 Object) 

RSPB (223) – The removal of TE1 allocation is welcomed, which would have had 

major impacts on a critically important area for a very important population of cirl 

buntings between Teignmouth and Bishopsteignton. 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – The proposal to build a new link road and houses 

to the west of Teignmouth is not supported by local residents. 

Other comments 

 Reinstate and extend TE1 to the west of Broadmeadow Future highway 

access based on Morrisons into potential employment and housing 

development 

 The widening of Shepherds Lane would provide a dedicated route to the west 

of Teignmouth and greatly reduce congestion and traffic on residential routes. 

TE2 East of Shepherds Lane (Phase 2) – policy deleted (3 Support; 2 Object) 

RSPB (223) – The removal of TE2 allocation is welcomed, which would have had 

major impacts on a critically important area for the very important population of cirl 

buntings between Teignmouth and Bishopsteignton. 

PCL Planning (302) – This policy should be reinstated. The plan has failed to 

propose the allocation of sufficient land to meet the needs of this significant 

settlement. 340 new homes is far too low a figure for this settlement. AQMA at Bitton 

Park Road cannot be improved unless development can assist in bringing forward 

improved infrastructure for the town (criterion g). 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – The proposal to build a new link road and houses 

to the west of Teignmouth is not supported by local residents.  

Other comments 

 Reinstate and extend TE2 to the west of Broadmeadow. Future highway 

access based on Morrisons into potential employment and housing 

development 

 The widening of Shepherds Lane would provide a dedicated route to the west 
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of Teignmouth and greatly reduce congestion and traffic on residential routes.  

TE3 West of Higher Exeter Road (5 Support; 9 Object) 

Devon County Council (21406) – include reference to the need for enhanced 

primary education capacity through the expansion of existing school facilities. The 

wording for the new vehicular access should be left open to allow consideration of 

alternative options.  

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – The main access to the site should not be provided 

through the existing built environment. 

Hallbaron Ltd (16967) – A planning application will be submitted for the allocation in 

autumn 2013. Additional land could be made available for housing if needed and 

could be included in the masterplanning of the site. 

Teign Heritage- Teignmouth & Shaldon Museum (18493) – development in the 

valley is not consistent with high quality landscape. Major new road works here 

would be inappropriate to the woodland areas nearby and SSSI and golf course. 

Devon Senior Voice (25504) – TE3 is supported because it will ensure the 

sustainability of the town. 

Other comments 

 This is a rushed and unsustainable re-submission following local reaction and 

has not been subject to any options study, highways feasibility testing or 

costing. 

 No creation of employment 

 This allocation unlocks an underused parcel for a productive use in line with 

the overall housing policy 

 The green buffer should not include conifers or non native species, matching 

existing hedgerows. Householders should only plant native species in their 

gardens, and should not use pesticides 

 Proposed scale of development is in excess of housing need. Will have 

unsustainable travel to Exeter and Newton Abbot employment and lead to 

further traffic congestion through Bitton Park Road 

 There is no formal Transportation Feasibility Study to assess traffic capacity, 

issues and potential solutions. Development at Dawlish will add to congested 

traffic through Teignmouth on the A379 

 No guarantees that infrastructure can be built before development takes place 

 County Wildlife Sites would be compromised by building on or around them. 

No effort to link the Coombe Valley Nature Reserve with any adequate wildlife 

corridors through a northward extension across adjacent farmland 

 Risk to protected species – cirl buntings, other birds, bats and other wildlife 

 Loss of farmland 
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 No infrastructure improvements for schools, doctors or dentists 

 Loss of privacy to adjacent existing properties 

 Land currently Coastal Preservation Area and Area of Great Landscape Value 

will be vulnerable to development 

 There is no technical assessment of the drainage impact of TE3. Increased 

flooding as the site will drain into a watercourse at Bitton Park Road area into 

a reservoir that fills close to capacity frequently. 

TE3A North of New Road (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Other comments 

 Last bit of green skyline. The proposed recreation and green space will not 

mitigate the built up character of that part of Teignmouth 

 Pedestrian and cycle access to Oak Hill Cross Road does not serve any 

purpose 

 Pedestrian routes are a gateway for burglars 

TE4 Regeneration Proposals (2 Support; 4 Object) 

Teignmouth Community Development Trust (16720) – support  

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – support. Consideration should be given to providing 

underground parking in the Brunswick Street / Northumberland Place area. 

Devon Senior Voice (17013) – Support. Include the Carlton Theatre in the town’s 

regeneration plans. TE3 to TE5 would ensure the sustainability of the town as a 

tourist seaside resort, provide for necessary improvements for the town’s 

recreational and tourist facilities. 

Marine Management Organisation (25458) – Support recognition of the 

opportunities provided by the marine area to bring local employment to the district.  

Associated British Ports (16665) – Support proposals in principal but object to any 

detailed proposals for the National Cycle Network Route 2 at Teignmouth that 

adversely affect the operations of Teignmouth port. 

Teignmouth Harbour Commission (16692) – Include Teignmouth Harbour 

Commission as an existing business in the River / Back Beach area. 

Other comments 

 Delete policy a) to f) and rewrite with: construction of a new theatre according 

to the design in a ‘Vision for Teignmouth, and re-evaluate the Brunswick 

Street / Northumberland Place regeneration to include a replacement 

community art gallery and workshops 

 The redevelopment of Brunswick Street / Northumberland Place will not meet 

the objectives of S2.  
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 The success of the Northumberland Place area depends on car parking 

provision at Brunswick Street. There is no magnet to draw people along the 

pedestrian route through the site.  

 Need decked car parking at Quay Road as replacement. Cost and technical 

difficulty of decking Teign Street car park.  

 Need to promote the development of the Back Beach and Brunswick Street 

together, not in isolation. 

TE5 Marina Facility at Polly Steps (4 Support; 3 Object) 

Associated British Ports (16665) – Delete policy, and locate in an alternative 

location where safe public access is easily gained and moorings can be located 

without impact on existing business. Question the ability of third parties to service 

any intensification of use on the existing access (to current marine use) along the 

port estate road within our freehold title. Any intensification of use and access via the 

port estate would raise significant Health and Safety concerns within the port 

operational areas. 

Teignmouth Community Development Trust (16720) – This will add greatly both 

to the economic viability of the town and is likely to increase the tourism figures 

TRACE and TRADED (16721) – Would enhance tourism for the town 

Devon Senior Voice (17013) – TE3 to TE5 would ensure the sustainability of the 

town as a tourist seaside resort, provide for necessary improvements for the town’s 

recreational and tourist facilities. 

Marine Management Organisation (25458) Support recognition of the opportunities 

provided by the marine area to bring local employment to the district.  

Other comments 

 Possible intrusion to surrounding wildlife, certain types of water sports would 

be undesirable for this location e.g. speed boat racing,  

 The size of the marina would have to fit in with the character of the area and 

full mitigation measures to address wildlife concerns are essential.  

 Not needed because of existing affordable moorings for local boat owners, 

and pontoon moorings for visitors.  

TE6 Teignmouth Nature Conservation – policy deleted (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Other comments 

 Concerned at the deletion of this policy, where nature conservation is 

regarded as secondary importance. This policy should be reinstated 
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Chapter 13 Bovey Tracey 

BT1 Dean Park (5 Support; 50 Object) 

Waddeton Park (16885) – Support  

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Mrs PG Jones and others (21439) – Deliverable and developable. Land south of 

Southbrook Lane should be first phase of allocation to deliver essential access and 

infrastructure. Good vehicular access from the A382 Moretonhampstead Road. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Dean Park comprises a network of very small field 

systems bounded by dense hedgerows. Object to this policy as it is unclear how 

development will be balanced with Policies EN8-EN11 and greater horseshoe and 

barbastelle bat landscape requirements. 

Dartmoor National Park Authority (443) – Support criterion (a) of policy. Dartmoor 

National Park Authority considers that it is one of the stakeholders and requests that 

it be involved in masterplanning when that exercise commences. 

Other comments: 

 New houses will be overlooked by existing residents  

 Overdevelopment 

 Build smaller developments 10 to 20 houses onto existing towns and villages 

in keeping with the area to keep local communities together 

 Will provide housing for new comers, not address local housing needs 

 Keep as bungalows not two storey houses 

 Delete northern part of allocation 

 Surrounding road network is unsuitable due to narrowness and dangerous 

access points 

 Infrastructure at Bovey Tracey cannot support this development – traffic, 

parking, schools, health care are overburdened. 

 Development in the area will increase surface water runoff and worsen 

flooding which occurs periodically in the town centre, and also further 

downstream 

 Will destroy wildlife / natural habitats including for bats, newts and dormice 

 Visual impact from many vantage points and affect on Area of Great 

Landscape Value and setting of Dartmoor National Park, National Trust Land 

and listed buildings. 

 Impact on air quality and light pollution 

 Loss of mature trees made up of native species / TPOs 

 Impact on tourism / Gateway to Dartmoor 

 Bovey Tracey will become a dormitory for Exeter, Newton Abbot, Torbay or 

Plymouth 
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 Develop the Bradley Bends site instead / develop opposite side of Le Molay 

Littry Way 

 Put a new school on Dean Park 

BT2 Bradley Bends – policy deleted (11 Support; 8 Object) 

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – This is not a sustainable location when compared to 

other available sites within Bovey Tracey. 

Ben Nock (18020) – Re-allocate the land as it is a suitable, available and deliverable 

site that can meet strategic housing need in Bovey Tracey. 

Guy Langworthy (25530) – Deliverable in the short term, has no constraints, all of 

the environmental issues have been resolved, the site is viable and there are no 

sound planning reasons for it not to be allocated and developed 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support removal of policy BT2 Bradley 

Bends 

Other comments: 

 Development would push the long established town boundary further into the 

rural area, closer to the recent extension of Chudleigh Knighton 

 The two lowest fields have substantial areas of floodplain 

 Bradley Bends Road closed by the Highways Agency due to the level of water 

 Opposition to Bradley Bends by over 600 inhabitants at Bovey Tracey 

 Reinstate BT2 Bradley Bends instead of BT2A North of Indio House 

 Disagree with the reasons for removing BT2 Bradley Bends on grounds of 

ALGV and flood risk. 

 The inclusion of new sites cannot meet the amount of housing need for the 

town 

 The Bradley Bends site is much better in many ways, including its scale, 

access, value of straightening out the road and improved lines of sight and 

inclusion of some industrial units. 

 Minimum visual landscape impact, better road access (main road to 

Chudleigh Knighton) and on a public bus route 

 The Environment Agency has concluded that Bradley Bends site is not 

constrained by flooding 

 A planning application has been re-submitted to the Council – if planning 

permission is granted there will be no need to build houses at the Indio Estate 

or at the coal yard in Station Road, which should be removed from the plan 

BT2A North of Indio House (2 Support; 25 Object) 

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Could be sustainably developed for between 120 and 

150 houses. Within easy walking distance of the town centre and screened by 
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woodland to the west and trees to south. Access improvements to Newton Road can 

accommodate the level of development suggested. Indio House site does not flood. 

Many examples of how residential development could avoid adverse impact on listed 

buildings.  

Natural England (20045) – site has not been screened for impact on the integrity of 

the SAC. As the site lies close to significant flyways it should be screened before 

allocation is considered. We note that the Sustainability Appraisal has been re-

evaluated on these sites but it is not clear why different conclusions have been 

drawn, this should be amplified in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – support the more dispersed pattern of new 

housing at Bovey Tracey (including BT2A, and the deletion of Bradley Bends) which 

is less likely to generate traffic through Chudleigh Knighton. 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – support 

Ben Nock (18020) – Delete BT2A – site not assessed in the SHLAA 2009 

Barratt David Wilson Taylor Wimpey (25615) – Not considered to represent the 

best strategy for housing provision 

Other comments: 

 Increase in traffic to / from the site – safety issue at the St John’s Close / Indio 

Road junction onto Newton Road and at Marsh Path, which is an important 

pedestrian link at Bovey Tracey 

 Need alternative road through Indio Wood onto Newton Road but would lose 

many trees 

 Vulnerability of Bovey Tracey to flooding / Mill Marsh Park. Development here 

will worsen flooding. 

 Loss of trees will increase surface water runoff / affect land drainage 

 Loss of wildlife habitat, this land is used as a bat flyway and foraging area – 

Greater Horseshoe Bats from the South Hams SAC and Indio OSWI. 

 Limited visibility in the wider landscape and from the National Park 

 Close proximity to the Grade 2 listed Indio House – the driveway of Indio 

House forms an integral part of the setting of the listed building  

 Site included in the Bovey Tracey Community Masterplan consulted on 

September 2011, but subsequently deleted in the Core Strategy (December 

2011). Reappeared just one week prior to Council meeting 

 TDC has previously refused planning permission for a much smaller 

application because of adverse effect on the setting of Indio House 

 Noise, light and traffic pollution 

 Oak tree with a TPO in the field immediately adjacent St John’s Close 

 Alternative site west of Marlborough Terrace which adjoins the development 

envisaged for Challabrook Farm 
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 Site not needed if developed at Bradley Bends.  

 Impact on the existing community – bungalows adjacent 

 Grade 2 agricultural land 

 Last minute inclusion of the site that has not had the due amount of public 

consultation as other proposed sites 

BT2B Coal Yard Site (3 Support; 7 Object) 

Dartmoor National Park Authority (443) – objects to policy BT2B Coal yard site as 

this allocation extends over an area of land in the ownership of Dartmoor National 

Park Authority. The land is currently in active operational (non-residential) use and at 

this stage the Authority is unable to confirm that this land would be available for the 

proposed residential use. The Authority wishes to consider the implications of this 

proposed allocation and will make further representations in respect of this site at a 

future time. Delete policy BT2B.  

Natural England (20045) – the site has not been screened for its impact on the 

integrity of the SAC. As it lies close to significant flyways it should be screened 

before allocation is considered. We note that the Sustainability Appraisal has been 

re-evaluated on these sites but it is not clear why different conclusions have been 

drawn, this should be amplified in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

Ben Nock (18020) – Loss of existing employment land in a town that has limited 

employment opportunities for local people 

Barratt David Wilson Taylor Wimpey (25615) – Close to pathways of Greater 

Horseshoe Bats. Known flooding problem affecting the site / largely within flood zone 

2, part in flood zone 3. 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – supports the more dispersed pattern of new 

housing at Bovey Tracey (including BT2B, and the deletion of Bradley Bends) which 

is less likely to generate traffic through Chudleigh Knighton 

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Support – in a sustainable location  

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Other comments: 

 Site poorly plotted on the map – as well as Jefferies Energies Ltd the site 

includes the Bovey Heritage Centre, the Army Cadet building, the National 

Park Conservation Works depot and the site occupied by the new business 

‘Jolly Roger’, collectively employing over 20 people.  

 Buildings include the former Bovey Tracey Railway Station and goods shed – 

loss of important links to Bovey Tracey’s past unacceptable and conflict with 

policy EN5  

 Last minute inclusion of the site that has not had the due amount of public 
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consultation as other proposed sites 

BT2C Old Newton Road (3 Support; 4 Object)  

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – In a sensitive ecological location, adjacent to three 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest compartments. 

Natural England (20045) – buffer of habitat on the eastern boundary should be 

retained to protect the adjacent SSSI 

Ben Nock (18020) – In a sensitive ecological location, adjacent to three Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest compartments. Part of the site is within flood zones 2 and 

3a. 

Hennock Parish Council (16590) – supports the more dispersed pattern of new 

housing at Bovey Tracey (including BT2C, and the deletion of Bradley Bends) which 

is less likely to generate traffic through Chudleigh Knighton. 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Support – in a sustainable location  

BT2D Abbey Road Primary School (3 Support; 1 Object) 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Support – in a sustainable location  

Other comments 

 Ideal site for low cost accommodation for our elderly residents 

BT3 Challabrook (2 Support; 8 Object) 

Barratt David Wilson Taylor Wimpey (25615) – The site is capable of providing a 

greater quantum of residential development – at least 300 dwellings. If more 

dwellings were allocated Challabrook would have the critical mass for the provision 

of meaningful infrastructure. 

Dartmoor National Park Authority (443) – supports criterion (a) of policy. Dartmoor 

National Park Authority considers that it is one of the stakeholders and requests that 

it be involved in masterplanning when that exercise commences. 

Natural England (20045) – The initial screening highlights the presence of a 

potential significant bat flyway. If bats are present a substantial buffer is likely to be 

required between any new development and the hedgerow and brook through the 

site and for those along the northern and southern boundaries. Natural England 

advise that the wording ‘at least’ should be removed and replaced with ‘up to’ if there 

is evidence at this stage to show that number can be allocated. 
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Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – In an area subject to flooding functional floodplain 

Increased surface water runoff. The flood risk would need costly mitigation measures 

making parts of the site undevelopable. The site is remote from the town centre and 

on the wrong side of the by-pass. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – the two northern fields should be excluded from the 

development area and allocated for biodiversity mitigation. The hedgerow network 

and in-field trees will also require substantial buffering and sensitive management. 

These features represent strategic flyways for very large bat populations, connecting 

roosts to important foraging areas  

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Other comments 

 Delivery of at least 270 new homes is too high. Should be a maximum 200 

homes with 30% affordable housing 

 Due to flood risk and need to mitigate it is unlikely that the Challabrook site 

can yield the policy requirements 

 Environmental and viability constraints mean the site won’t come forward 

early. 

 Question provision of employment use when there are vacant units at 

Heathfield 

 Horseshoe bats and newts 

 High grade farming land 

 Landscape impact - visible from the Dartmoor National Park 

BT4 Land off Le Molay Littry Way (4 Support; 0 Object) 

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – Support, with flood attenuation measures – easy 

accessibility and proximity to the town centre. 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Other comments 

 Support construction of a school. The existing school site available for homes 

for the elderly.  

 School also capable of being used by residents for evening classes, social 

and sports activities. 

 Support inclusion of small amount of shops provided not in competition with 

existing traders – if necessary to support the school  

BT5 Town Centre (2 Support; 0 Object) 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – support. Welcome the identification of a need for 
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additional retail space. This is best provided adjacent to the town centre and by a 

modest extension to the Co-Op Store adjacent to the development of the former 

Cardew Tea Pottery site. 

BT6 Heathfield (2 Support; 0 Object) 

Bovey Tracey Town Council (17587) – Support  

Waddeton Park Ltd (16885) – support 

Chapter 14 Chudleigh 

CH1 Land at Rocklands (0 Support; 5 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – need to consider in-combination impacts on the integrity 

of the South Hams SAC if the whole of the site is allocated as the evidence only 

covers part of the allocation. Further work required. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) - Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable. Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

Rocklands Development Partnership (21576) - Ability to deliver early in plan 

period. Previous plans for employment provision been largely unsuccessful in 

Chudleigh. Strategic approach linking housing and employment presents more 

secure and lower risk strategy. Minor modifications proposed to ensure deliverability 

regarding number of houses, link to employment and local food production.  

Other comments: 

 The special landscape, environmental, geological and historical value of 

western approach to Chudleigh not taken account of. 

 Chudleigh Rocks of national and international importance and no proper 

consideration given to this by planning authority, other than concern for bats. 

 Council failed in assessment of the area and plan promoting an environmental 

disaster. 

 This part of the plan should be revised or dropped altogether. 

 Landscape hosts diverse variety of plants, animals and insects. 

 Prehistoric and geological past is astounding and should be preserved. 

 Policy should have very strict guidelines in respect of natural boundaries. 

 Views from SSSI should not be compromised. 

 Development should be low profile, carefully landscaped and be minimal. 

 Higher pasture land should remain green. 

 No industrial units are appropriate here. 

 Should be extended to include site fronting B3344. 
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CH2 Land North East of Chudleigh (0 Support; 3 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – the evidence concludes that part of the site is unsuitable 

for development due to the difficulty in providing a suitable access while maintaining 

the integrity of the South Hams SAC. The Plan needs to provide a strategy for this 

and needs to be amended or change/delete the allocation. Part of the site has not 

been screened and part is adjacent to a site taken out following screening. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable. Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

The Clifford Estate Company (17600) - Strongly support. Site is suitable for 

development and can provide adequate access and mitigation for any impacts. 

Agree to the need for comprehensive landscape and design masterplan for the site 

and to work with stakeholders and partners to deliver this. Propose increase to 

“about 150 – 200 dwellings” and additional land area. Question the affordable 

housing requirement impact on viability. 

CH3 Land around James House (0 Support; 5 Object) 

Natural England (20045) – evidence suggests that mitigation for the loss of greater 

horseshoe bats habitat features will be difficult to effectively achieve. Without 

evidence to the contrary this site should not be proposed. 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable.  Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

Other comments: 

 Object to development of rural fringe. 

 Development proposed on areas that should be protected and conserved i.e. 

bat flyways, prehistoric/roman artefacts, ancient hedgerows, trees and a 

range of wildlife. 

 Proposed 25m flyway is insufficient and does not take account of light 

pollution from new buildings. 

 Insufficient weight given to protection of Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways. 

 Natural England previously advised that with number of sites being put 

forward there is a likely significant effect as detailed in Regulation 48 of 

Habitats Regulations. 

 Removal of identified Green Infrastructure will encourage additional 

development. 

 Access onto highway is unsuitable and dangerous on both sides of CH3 and 

CH4. 
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 Employment land to the south of the town should be replaced with housing 

rather than housing around the edge of the town. 

 Will be intrusive and impact on privacy of existing residents. 

 Development in this area will increase congestion and potentially prevent 

residents of Colway accessing their property or parking in their own road. 

 A number of properties along Colway Lane have covenants which prohibit 

development of upper part of the fields behind Colway Lane. 

 Does not comply with current development plan policies 

 Will introduce skyline development with light and noise pollution. 

 Policy requiring need for strategic landscaping has been removed. 

 Should be allocated elsewhere – south west of Bovis site or north of A38 at 

Rivendell suggested. 

CH4 Land at Colway Lane (0 Support; 4 Object) 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable.  Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

Other comments: 

 Object to development of rural fringe. 

 Development proposed on areas that should be protected and conserved i.e. 

bat flyways, prehistoric/roman artefacts, ancient hedgerows, trees and a 

range of wildlife. 

 Proposed 25m flyway is insufficient and does not take account of light 

pollution from new buildings. 

 Insufficient weight given to protection of Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways. 

 Natural England previously advised that with number of sites being put 

forward there is a likely significant effect as detailed in Regulation 48 of 

Habitats Regulations. 

 Removal of identified Green Infrastructure will encourage additional 

development. 

 Access onto highway is unsuitable and dangerous on both sides of CH3 and 

CH4. 

 Employment land to the south of the town should be replaced with housing 

rather than housing around the edge of the town. 

 Will be intrusive and impact on privacy of existing residents. 

 Development in this area will increase congestion and potentially prevent 

residents of Colway accessing their property or parking in their own road. 

 A number of properties along Colway Lane have covenants which prohibit 

development of upper part of the fields behind Colway Lane. 

 Does not comply with current development plan policies 
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 Will introduce skyline development, light and noise pollution. 

 Policy requiring need for strategic landscaping has been removed. 

 Should be allocated elsewhere – south west of Bovis site  or north of A38 at 

Rivendell suggested. 

CH5 Land at Grovelands (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable.  Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

CH6 North West of Town Centre (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – Objects unless site made subject to a long term 

detailed study (3 to 5 years) on Greater Horseshoe Bat foraging requirements and 

that study concludes that proposals are acceptable.  Concern cumulative effect of 

proposals in Chudleigh could result in unacceptable impacts on GHB populations. 

CH7 – policy deleted 

CH8 Town Centre Enhancement (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Other comments: 

 Will result in traffic problems in town centre and elsewhere around the town. 

 Not community led. 

 Is a scheme to give architects and builders work. 

 Will result in pedestrian safety issues. 

 Enhancement should not be contemporary in style. 

CH9 Green Infrastructure (0 Support; 1 Object) 

Devon Wildlife Trust (16853) – support 

Other comments: 

 Justification for the policy questioned. 

 Contrary to CIL regulations (Reg 122) and should be deleted. 

Policies map  

DCC Historic Environment (20548) – policies map key refers to ‘Ancient 

Monuments’ – should be ‘Scheduled Monuments’ 

Jeffrey (64) – Lady’s Mile Holiday Park should be removed from the EN2 as the 

policy would restrict the business. Previous versions of the Plan considered such an 
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approach and the policies map should be amended. Justification provided in pages 

5-8 and the appendices 12-63. 

Overall we identified 394 ‘support’ and 1,409 ‘object’ reps relating to policies, 

maps, paragraphs, general comments and omissions. 

 


