
Policy: S16 Kingskerswell

RSPBConsultee ID: 223 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

In relation to the proposed country park along the Aller Brook, the RSPB recommends that the Core Strategy should contain a definition of “country park”. In our 
view, a central objective of a country park should be provision for biodiversity. Contact with the natural environment is important for people’s wellbeing; a country 
park should provide habitat for wildlife, so contributing to a quality environment.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Environment AgencyConsultee ID: 408 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The Settlements that form the Heart of Teignbridge (Newton Abbot ; Kingskerswell and Kingsteignton ) as well as Bovey Tracey, Dawlish and Teignmouth are 
exposed to significant risks of flooding.   While two of the 'Strategic Places' (  S.17 Dawlish and S.18 Teigmouth) make some references to this flood risk most do not 
and we ask that if possible all of the 'Strategic Places' have a policy requirement that they be developed in a manner that will ensure they will be 'safe from flood 
risk' .

Further to your email of 31st January 2012 I can advise no problems with the Kingskerswell allocations as there is no conflict between the Flood Zones and the 
allocation.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Natural EnglandConsultee ID: 20045 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The provision of requirement (c) a country park along the Aller Brook us supported in view of the benefits that this will bring for both people and environment.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Consultee ID: 20387 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Individual
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Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21231 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Development of cycle and foot paths towards Torquay should be progressed

Change To Policy:

Individual

Torbay CouncilConsultee ID: 16630 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The vision and proposals for Kingskerswell are supported. It is to be hoped that improved environmental conditions along the A380 arising from implementation of 
the South Devon Link Road will provide the impetus to secure the proposals put forward, and in turn help to achieve the objective of promotion of greater self 
sufficiency. Criterion f) in particular is supported since it reflects the proposals put forward in the Devon County Council / Torbay LTP3 , the Heart of Teignbridge GI 
Strategy, and the aspirations for improved connectivity set out in the Torbay Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Barn Owl TrustConsultee ID: 16879 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Organisation

CPRE Teignbridge BranchConsultee ID: 17084 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We would not wish housing or industrial development on the residents near Kerswell Downs,but there will be pressure for it somewhere along there. Unless you 
can specifically state that there will be no such development,please can you comment on how any development might affect the Development Sites you have 
included hitherto ?

Change To Policy:

Organisation
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Consultee ID: 17107 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 17180 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Many groups have tried to assist in adding facilities for all ages of the community only to be stone walled by the Parish Council - who then spend thousands of 
pounds on useless projects that are their own blinkered ideas - their lack of drive needs to be reversed or those that want to help improve Kingskerswell will loose 
their enthusiasm, drive and ideas.

If the new bypass is completed then Kingskerswell's centre will be between this new road and the current Torquay Road. This is where the focus should be for 
developing the village not spreading it out further and further.

Change To Policy:

With regard to new housing - hopefully this will be drip fed over the proposed years rather than all built at the same - at least wait for the by-pass to be built, 
finished and studied to see what effect it has on transport routes through the village. Is Teignbridge looking to add any building alongside the by-pass?

The large gravel car park is available for developing suitable facilities - a new library, offices, cafe, community facilities and the new site for the train station. Also 
the garage site opposite the post office could be developed into more shops/business - and creating a better village centre.

Individual

Hall & Woodhouse LtdConsultee ID: 17316 Agent: Southern Planning Practice Ltd

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Hall & Woodhouse Ltd support the identification of Kingskerswell as a thriving and sustainable village where further development can and should be directed in 
order to strengthen further the settlement and its community as well as helping to meet the future housing needs of the district.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Consultee ID: 17460 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual
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Consultee ID: 17509 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 17518 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Kingskerswell & District Conservation SocietyConsultee ID: 17983 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Reference is made in Section 7.38 to `improving the community facilities including a larger hall ..........’ 
The Society considers that this proposal should be deleted from the Core Strategy document.

The proposal for a new community / sports hall in the Kingskerswell Community Plan to be potentially funded through the redevelopment of some of the existing 
halls will be resisted by the Society. Kingskerswell is extremely fortunate to possess a number of halls such as the Community & Leisure Centre, the Public Hall and 
the Village Hall in addition to the Parish Centre which together serve a variety of interests and needs and which are much valued by the community. To discard such 
a valuable asset must be regarded as reckless in the extreme.

The justification for this proposal is based on the percentage of people who responded to a very simplistic question in the village consultation questionnaire. Such a 
complex issue could never be satisfactorily resolved by a yes or no response. If the public were to be properly informed on this subject it is doubtful if the same 
response would result.

A considerable amount of investment has recently been made for the first three halls in recent years which has greatly improved the facilities available. To dispense 
with these and the loss of all the public money involved is simply unacceptable.

A great deal of voluntary help would also be lost as a result of this proposal.

The Society considers that even assuming that the capital sum needed became available,  the viability of such a hall as proposed must be in question since it would 
necessitate raising the revenue for the employment of a number of people, at not inconsiderable cost.

Change To Policy:

Organisation
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Consultee ID: 17989 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

As a resident of Kingskerswell and as an attendee of the Village Community Workshop held in 2011 I have concerns about the interpretation in the core strategy of 
the residents wishes.

• Housing development was not a priority and it was suggested that it should be kept to a minimum so why are 200+ houses planned for the village?
• Open space between Kingskerswell and Torquay and Newton Abbot was a priority. This seems to be eroding
• Open space, planting of woodland etc along the whole of the bypass route was a priority but much of the open space specified in the Core Strategy seems to be 
along the Aller Brook for a cycle track and in fact on the flood plain so not very satisfactory.
• Opening the railway station was very high priority. This seems to have been added in the core strategy as 'lip service' as DCC has identified Edginswell as the 
station to be developed, again where is the evidence for this?
• High priority was the protection of the village from the noise and pollution during construction and thereafter from the SDLR. The core strategy does not go far 
enough to support villagers in their quest.

I feel that the Core Strategy does not fulfil the priorities of local residents. It is a document for building (housing particularly) development not progress.
Yours sincerely
P J

Change To Policy:

Individual

(Cllr) Newton Abbot Town CouncilConsultee ID: 18934 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Councillor

Consultee ID: 19022 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

New more cost effective land to build on

Change To Policy:

Land at the rear of 8 Alder Close and 9 Poplar Close is far more suitable and should be considered

Individual
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Consultee ID: 20006 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20365 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20368 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20370 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

We must object to the Kingskerswell Community Plan and the Teignbridge Core Strategy reference the proposed development of the land at the top of Charles 
Road and the possible development on land between Mount Pleasant and Fluder Hill.
The massive objection to the Charles Road site was totally ignored at the Planning Meeting – Councillors were more concerned with the promise of £250,000 from 
Cavanna and having land in the 5 year land bank. Of course people need homes but they do need to be in the right place, why should we have our very quiet road 
turned into access for 60 homes? Or worse still, turned into a rat-run if the other development is allowed to link through from Fluder Hill.
In the Western Morning News dated October 22nd 2011 Teignbridge District Councillor Phillip Vogel said “ ... by planning to meet these needs we can make sure 
that we get the right development in the right places” also “we appreciate that any development plans can provoke passionate reactions on both sides and we’re 
looking forward to having a full, frank and broad conversation with local people over the next few months”. Fine Councillor Vogel but that does mean doing more 
than having a series of open days where people can look at a few plans – it should mean we have the opportunity for a real dialogue between the council and the 
residents.
When we moved to Charles Road in September 2010 nothing in all our conveyancing searches showed potential development. We bought this bungalow because 
of the open situation and the quiet no-through road. In our house-hunting we purposely dismissed properties in family-suitable areas as we wanted a quiet 
retirement. We have brought up our family and have lived in a neighbourhood with children - now was the time to move on from that. Are you as a council at all 
interested in any of your existing residents or only in the gain to your coffers – whether directly financial or from the extra council tax etc?
There is a flaw in the present legislation that requires a development to have a percentage of affordable homes, not all sites are suitable for a variety of reasons. 

Individual
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We do wonder why such a large number of new houses are needed in the area when it was recently highlighted in the media that there are many applicants for 
every job. Are these houses going to be for people currently living in the area or are they going to be filled from overcrowded distant urban areas as has happened 
in other Devon towns.
Not only the human residents here will suffer – as we write this there are deer grazing in the field and pheasants strutting about, a buzzard circles overhead. Last 
summer we watched a pair of foxes raising their young. The Council’s concern for the wild life should be as much part of their green credentials as putting solar 
panels on the roof of the offices, if such lovely open spaces are concreted over there will be little heritage of worth for anybody whether two or four-legged.
We urge you as a council to take time to consider the needs of all the residents in the future of this area.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20375 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20379 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

There needs to be greatly improved recreational facilities with many parents driving their children to other play parks as Kingskerswell is so poor and outdated and 
considered dangerous by some parents. Encourage walking including walking with prams and buggies using existing footpaths, bridle ways, paths and un-metalled 
roads joiing villages and towns.  Many have been left and are difficult to walk along.  Bridleways in particularly have become speedways tracks by motorbikes which 
pull up the grass and gouge out holes.  I don't have a problem with motorbikes or horses using them but they are in such a poor state some are now very difficult to 
walk - we need to encourage people to get out and use them.

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20382 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20391 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual
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Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20392 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20395 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20518 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20718 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20732 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20743 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Individual
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Policy Response:

Being rather alarmed I have read your actual strategy on your website and wanted to say that I support the  development in its entirety.  All the points raised and 
developments planned will greatly benefit the village and I especially like the idea  of the country park and green link with Newton abbot :-).  

Traffic is of course a concern, I actually live right at the narrowest point of the road near the Nelson Pub.  Parking is a huge problem for residents as is the 
commuting traffic  that  comes across the bridge.  There is a long stretch of road between fluder hill all the way to the memorial that is single vehicle in many 
places.  I wondered if to reduce the impact of the feared creation of a rat run from Charles Road to Fluder Hill ( and therefore an increase in traffic coming through 
the village) if the road could be restricted to access only at peak times?

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20840 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Yes do the cycle link now.

Change To Policy:

Prioritise the cycle link.

Individual

Consultee ID: 20855 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20870 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20946 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

I am somewhat horrified to think that my village will become another urban sprawl with very little areas of green fields left between Newton Abbot and Torquay!

Individual

Page 9 of 17Preferred Options Consultation Response: S16 Kingskerswell



Despite huge opposition, permission has already been given for building behind Charles Road (perhaps the contribution of funds towards the new link road had 
some influence?).  I saved hard to buy my property in a peaceful part of the village, only for planners now deciding to destroy my dream!.  In recent years, we have 
successfully been able to overturn planning applications on land behind Mount Pleasant Road and Teignbridge Planning Department quoted:

"In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the proposed development would result in a prominent intrusion into open land which forms part of an important 
break between Kingskerswell and Torquay and the development of this land would be damaging to the character of the area and contrary to the provisions of the 
Development Plan.

The proposed development would be undesirable in that it would be premature having regard to the deficiency in provision of sewerage services.

The proposed development would generate increased traffic entering and leaving the Class A380 and the Class 3 road known as Fluder Hill, with the consequent 
risk of additional danger to and interference with the free flow of traffic.

In the opinion of the MAFF this is an area of good quality agricultural land."

What has so dramatically changed?
What consideration has been given to drainage?
What consideration has been given to all the wildlife in this area including deer, foxes, badgers, birds etc?

I could write on and on over your plans concerning what is left of naturally beautiful countryside

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20956 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 20957 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual
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Consultee ID: 20960 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

I consider that the plans as outlined in S16 are at best overly ambitious and at worst a huge waste of funds that could be better used.

Change To Policy:

The allocation of land for new dwellings is not based on the needs of the village but simply aquiescing to Government guidelines, as is most of the plan. A country 
park along Aller Brook will simply fall into disrepair if the past history of Teignbridge keeping the infrastructure clean and tidy is anything to go by. You already have 
a generation of children who would rather stay in watching a DVD or playing a computer game rather than enjoying the open air.  Vandalism and unsocial 
behaviour cannot be eliminated in the present public areas let alone new ones, who will bother to use it apart from dog walkers!

Individual

Consultee ID: 20964 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21017 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

We must object to the Kingskerswell Community Plan and the Teignbridge Core Strategy reference the proposed development of the land at the top of Charles 
Road and the possible development on land between Mount Pleasant and Fluder Hill.
The massive objection to the Charles Road site was totally ignored at the Planning Meeting – Councillors were more concerned with the promise of £250,000 from 
Cavanna and having land in the 5 year land bank. Of course people need homes but they do need to be in the right place, why should we have our very quiet road 
turned into access for 60 homes? Or worse still, turned into a rat-run if the other development is allowed to link through from Fluder Hill.
In the Western Morning News dated October 22nd 2011 Teignbridge District Councillor Phillip Vogel said “ ... by planning to meet these needs we can make sure 
that we get the right development in the right places” also “we appreciate that any development plans can provoke passionate reactions on both sides and we’re 
looking forward to having a full, frank and broad conversation with local people over the next few months”. Fine Councillor Vogel but that does mean doing more 
than having a series of open days where people can look at a few plans – it should mean we have the opportunity for a real dialogue between the council and the 
residents.
When we moved to Charles Road in September 2010 nothing in all our conveyancing searches showed potential development. We bought this bungalow because 
of the open situation and the quiet no-through road. In our house-hunting we purposely dismissed properties in family-suitable areas as we wanted a quiet 
retirement. We have brought up our family and have lived in a neighbourhood with children - now was the time to move on from that. Are you as a council at all 
interested in any of your existing residents or only in the gain to your coffers – whether directly financial or from the extra council tax etc?
There is a flaw in the present legislation that requires a development to have a percentage of affordable homes, not all sites are suitable for a variety of reasons. 
We do wonder why such a large number of new houses are needed in the area when it was recently highlighted in the media that there are many applicants for 

Individual
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every job. Are these houses going to be for people currently living in the area or are they going to be filled from overcrowded distant urban areas as has happened 
in other Devon towns.
Not only the human residents here will suffer – as we write this there are deer grazing in the field and pheasants strutting about, a buzzard circles overhead. Last 
summer we watched a pair of foxes raising their young. The Council’s concern for the wild life should be as much part of their green credentials as putting solar 
panels on the roof of the offices, if such lovely open spaces are concreted over there will be little heritage of worth for anybody whether two or four-legged.
We urge you as a council to take time to consider the needs of all the residents in the future of this area.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21038 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21045 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The Aller Brook country park must be core to any development

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21060 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Although I agree with the majority of this policy, I do not see the need for additional housing.  I feel the village is the right size and should be maintained at this 
level.  I do not want to see new developments / individual properties being "squeezed in" in inappropriate places, as has happened recently in our area.  Open 
spaces need to be kept to ensure the village does not feel crowded and to maintain the village atmosphere. Employment is important, and some of this needs to be 
local, but with both Newton Abbot & Torbay vey close, improved transport links should enable people to find employment in these hubs, rather than ruin the 
village with inappropriate industry. The village has a strong sense of community and this needs to be maintained / enhanced.  The country park and proposed 
improvement to recreational facilities would help this. The village centre / shopping facilities need to be maintained at the very least and preferably, improved.  But 
it needs to be appropriate; for example, it is no use putting in expensive shops that local people can't afford to use.  I would like to see a cafe or similar, as we do 
not have anything like this at the moment, unless a pub(s) could provide this sort of facility, which may improve their viability as well.

Change To Policy:

I would like to see a meeting place for the youth of the village; somewhere they could meet their friends that was safe and secure.  Again, the cafe could provide 
this facility, as long as it was appropriately priced.

Individual
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Consultee ID: 21134 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21145 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21164 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21196 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21223 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21227 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

I agree with most of S16 but could not support the need for employment land nor high density housing.

Individual
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Change To Policy:

Let Kingskerswell remain a separate thriving village community and not become a joined with to Torquay and Newton Abbot as one big conurbation. Industrial 
development is not appropriate for this area  which is residential.

Consultee ID: 21230 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21235 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21252 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21256 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21308 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

How does that gel with the new road which cuts through our public space also many new homes have been built far in excess of 15 per year. you have called kk a 
village here but it is not on your previous list of villages make up your minds

Change To Policy:

Individual
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Consultee ID: 21262 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21279 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

youve already destroyed it as a village with ribbon development between NA and T|orbay and your plansd will just erode this further

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21283 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Individual

The Crown Estate CommissionersConsultee ID: 21304 Agent: Smiths Gore

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The Crown Estate agrees with the principle of the Council’s aim to meet the needs of all Kingskerswell residents and businesses by supporting the delivery of 
homes, enhancing the delivery of local jobs along with improving community facilities and recreational opportunities. There is also an excellent opportunity for 
future development in Kingskerswell to support improved levels of connectivity both within the settlement and with surrounding towns and villages.   

The Crown Estate is generally supportive of the strategic policy for Kingskerswell but would highlight the need for the Council to acknowledge that it may well be 
necessary, on certain sites, to allow for a higher level of development in order to facilitate the desired provision of affordable housing, infrastructure improvements 
and education, community and recreational facilities.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Consultee ID: 21387 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Individual

Page 15 of 17Preferred Options Consultation Response: S16 Kingskerswell



Policy Response:

The Bypass will devastate the Village and there are many villagers totally opposed to the road, however, Government funding is now driving commencement of 
construction and in time the errors will be realised by both Newton Abbot and KK
villagers.

As the footprint of the bypass is enormous the village is already providing considerable land to allow the road scheme to be delivered, this needs to be  recognised. 
More infill, housing and development are not going to enhance Kingskerswell, but it will 'remove' any village atmosphere currently existing. 

• It would benefit the Village to postpone the planned 200 properties until the full impact of the bypass can be assessed, following construction. Why would this 
not be a good proposition? What is the rush? State the reasoning in the
document!
• At the Community workshop in 2011 ALL working groups identified they wanted minimum development - limited housing both low cost and executive.
• They all wanted the rail station opened (DCC are not interested, have no intention of supporting it and have misled the community by naming Edginswell as the 
preferred option (without securing the public view on this issue).
• Green barriers I breaks were identified as a priority between the village and the bypass along the whole route.
• More woodland, protected open spaces and less infill wherever possible to keep the identity of Kingskerswell and protect it both visually and reduce noise from 
the SDLR (not just Aller Brook & valley)
• No building close to the road (air quality issues and infill becomes visually destructive)
• There is a clear message from the villagers to Teignbridge that they want to retain a village atmosphere, limit development, keep breaks between Newton  
Abbott, the village, and Edginswell, establish more woodland, keep a green
feel to the area, and replace the 70+ established mature trees, which are to be uprooted by the SDLR. Is Teignbridge going to respond to these wishes? Little is 
confirmed so far in the document, focus is purely build build build! 

The Core Strategy should identify "limited" development in the village and recognise the urgent need to retain green, visually important areas of outstanding 
natural beauty. This is where the region's individual and unique attractiveness comes from. The Core Strategy offers no secure evidence of need! 

• Remove development as the default priority.
• Produce real evidence of need, before you kill off the  number of visitors with an increasing traffic problem as a knock on effect of massive housing development.
• Tourism is paramount, and a main source of employment.
• Coastal is paramount.
• Focus on employment and look at inward investment.
• Retain 'green' as key to sell the town and surrounding area.
• Retain Kingskerswell as a village - prevent sprawling unnecessary development, and show some aesthetic appreciation of the gift of outstanding natural beauty 
this part of the South West is fortunate to have. Stop aiming to destroy it.. ..As the Core Strategy does in its present form.

The exhibitions just presented a license for building vast housing estates on a massive scale and did nothing to retain the character of the area. The Authority 
should be ashamed of this document, start it again having listened to the enormous number of concerns appearing in the local press media, and try to serve the 
views of the community in a more considerate, democratic and caring way.

Change To Policy:
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Change To Policy:

Devon County Council (Strategic Planning)Consultee ID: 21406 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

K1 and K2 sites are a main feeding area for lesser horseshoe bats. Loss or disturbance to this habitat would impact on the legally protected bats.

The site allocations coincide with a number of cirl bunting breeding territories and wintering zones. Proposed development in these confirmed territories/zones 
could have an impact upon these birds.

Point (f) refers to a continuous off-road cycle link between Torquay and Newton Abbot. A link is being progressed, but it is anticipated that part of this link would be 
on-road through Kingskerswell.

Change To Policy:

Organisation

Consultee ID: 21446 Agent: D2 Planning Limited

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Support is given in principle to this policy which identifies Kingskerswell as a strategic location for additional employment and housing development.  The 
settlement has a wide range of facilities and good public transport links and is therefore ideally placed to accommodate additional development.

Change To Policy:

Individual

Consultee ID: 21560 Agent: Alder King

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We support the principle of development within Kingskerswell and the vision that the settlement develops as a “thriving, sustainable village where current and 
future generations have access to homes, jobs and community facilities they need.” In particular, we support the allocation of housing land.

Change To Policy:

Individual
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