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Core Strategy Issues and Alternative Options ‘Changes arising’: Report 
of the main issues raised and how they have been taken into account  

The following report outlines key responses and points raised to the 

Teignbridge Core Strategy Issues and Alternative Options consultation, held 

between July and September 2010. It also sets out how consultation 

responses were taken into account when developing the preferred options 

stage of the Plan. 

The report uses the same structure as the consultation document. A more 

detailed list of summary comments can be found on the Council’s website. 

There are also hyperlinks to the summary here, and verbatim comments here. 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30096&p=0
http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=31594&p=0
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2. Teignbridge Today questions 1 – 3 

The first section of the document set out issues using ‘character areas’, 

grouping areas of the plan that share similar characteristics. A map was 

included on page 6 of the document. The areas included the ‘Heart of 

Teignbridge’ around the Newton Abbot area, ‘Coastal Towns and Villages’ 

including the Dawlish and Teignmouth areas, the ‘Edge of Exeter’ and ‘Rural’ 

covering everywhere else.  Three questions were asked: 

 Do you think these character areas help to inform the Core Strategy? 

 Do they help your understanding of key issues in the Plan area? 

 Do you agree that places in these areas generally have the same 

characteristics? 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There was considerable support that the ‘character areas’ help inform 

the core strategy 

 However, there was also a view that, in practice, it wasn’t clear how 

they would be used in decision making 

 In terms of understanding the issues, character areas don’t pick up all 

of the overarching issues for the district, such as the needs of an 

ageing population. Also considered to be vague and fails to inform the 

options in the plan 

 Settlements within the character areas have their own identities and 

need to be planned for accordingly. Towns and villages have different 

roles and characteristics, and rural areas are different again. Rural 

areas need a more focused approach 

 Villages in coastal areas differ to those inland  

 Some areas fall outside of defined settlements and aren’t covered 

adequately by a character area approach, even though they perform an 

important role in the district. The areas at Heathfield and Drumbridges 

were highlighted 

 Disagreement with the inclusion of villages within urban focused 

character areas 

 Suggestion of alternative character area for minerals 

How the representations were taken into account: 

It was noted that within some character areas there were both rural and urban 

areas which would have different planning responses.  While the concept was 

supported and added a spatial overview, the practicalities of use in 

determining applications were considered to be more complex. As a result it 

was decided to consider the towns individually and not use the character 

areas approach in the preferred options. 
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3. Key Issues questions 1 – 2 

This section set out the key spatial issues facing the Teignbridge Plan area, 

broken down into 3 themes of social, environmental and economic. Two 

questions were asked in relation to the key issues. 

 Do you agree that these are the key spatial issues facing the 

Teignbridge Plan area? 

 Are there any other issues we have not addressed? 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Need to reflect the district’s heritage and local identity 

 There needs to be an overreaching vision and development should not 

be a trade off with environmentalism 

 Requirements of wildlife across the countryside and need to enhance 

biodiversity, including nationally and internationally designated areas 

 Education, community facilities and health need to be included in social 

aspects 

 Reducing crime  

 Local food production 

 Promote tourism 

 Provision for gypsy and traveller communities.  

 Rural economy and culture 

 Needs of first time buyers 

 Future of the coastal railway line and further detail on infrastructure 

needs 

How the representations were taken into account: 

A number of the responses were very specific and would be picked up as the 

preferred option is developed to a more detailed level. All of the new issues 

identified, and those noted in the issues and options document, were reflected 

in the Preferred Options policies.   

The overarching strategic objectives identified in the Preferred Options 

reflected the Council’s corporate goals, which were based on locally derived 

priorities. 



Core Strategy Issues and Alternative Options: Changes arising 

p4 

4. Climate Change questions 1.1 – 1.2  

This section looks at how the Plan can help to adapt to and mitigate against 

the effects of climate change. In looking at decentralised energy production, 

two options were presented.   

Option 1: Determine district wide on site/decentralised renewable 

energy production targets 

Option 2: Do not include a specific target based policy but encourage 

delivery of renewable energy or energy efficiency for individual sites at 

time of application 

Two questions were asked: 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

15 (35%) respondents were in favour of option 1, 17 (40%) were in favour of 

option 2 and 11 (25%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Contrasting views on the flexibility of the approach, on one hand the 

policies need to be flexible and take into account viability, on the other 

being too flexible may undermine the long term goal of meaningfully 

reducing carbon 

 Renewable energy solutions must be appropriate to the scale of 

development and type of energy 

 More relevant to consider carbon reduction 

 Consider Passivhaus 

 Consider that technical solutions may change over time 

 Needs to be some focus on the existing built stock and retro fitting as 

those buildings will have a greater impact on carbon production than 

modern buildings built to higher standards 

How the representations were taken into account: 

It was argued by some that a fixed target would be easier to assess and 

monitor, stating that the difference between installed potential generation and 

operational energy generation can be considerable.  Also stated was the 

issue of limited capacity for enforcement and oversight of installed operations.  

Specific technologies were mentioned and that different technologies will be 

appropriate for different developments.   

The preferred option included a Resilience Policy, Sustainability Policy and 

requirements for renewable energy/ carbon reduction provision within the 

larger allocation areas. 
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4. Climate Change questions 2.1 – 2.2 

This section set out a single option for an approach to large scale renewable 

energy production and two questions. 

Encourage the development of efficient and viable renewable and 

decentralised energy resources, balancing the need for renewable and 

decentralised energy production against potential concerns and 

impacts.   

 Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core 

Strategy? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

22 (66%) respondents agreed that this was the only reasonable option and 6 

(17%) disagreed. 6 (17%) respondents did not indicate a view. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 A variety of views on the weight to be given to renewable energy 

against other considerations.  

 Some views that the importance of renewable energy means it should 

be given greater weight against local environmental impacts 

 For others the impact of the generator of energy should not be to the 

detriment of the natural environment, landscape or local amenity  

 Cost of renewables need to be an important consideration, taking 

account of development viability 

 Needs more detail on implementation  

 As well as increasing renewable energy, increasing energy efficiency 

and reducing the demand for energy are important. 

 Use feed-in tariffs to create centrally funded renewable energy.  

 The Plan needs to set ambitious building sustainability targets to keep 

pace with developments. 

 Building targets should be set against carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 

over the course of the buildings entire life from construction to 

destruction. 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The Teignbridge Renewable Energy Study identified limited opportunities for 

large scale wind or hydro power.  Smaller scale installations will be supported 

through the Sustainable Development policy.   

In determining a preferred approach, a higher level target and criteria based 

policies were considered appropriate to allow sufficient flexibility over 

advances in technology and to allow development viability to be taken into 

account. In the larger site allocations the preferred options policies required 
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further investigation into opportunities for large scale renewable energy 

generation. 

4. Climate Change questions 3.1 – 3.2 

This section considered options for sustainable construction methods in 

reducing carbon footprint and adapting to climate change. Five options were 

presented, followed by two questions. 

Option 1: Plan area wide sustainable construction policies 

Option 2: Wait for national requirements 

Option 3: Encourage adoption of parts of the Code for Sustainable 

Homes and BREEAM where viable 

Option 4: Determine local requirements for sustainable construction 

Option 5: A combination of options  

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

10 (25%) respondents preferred option 1, 6 (15%) option 2, 2 (5%) for option 

3, 2 (5%) for option 4 and 13 (33%) for option 5. 7 (17%) offered no 

preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Combined options supported included 1 & 3 and 2 & 4 

 Existing housing stock should be taken into consideration, there should 

be a carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions target set and houses not 

meeting this should be offset by renewable energy  

 A pragmatic approach should be taken – each site considered on its 

viability; furthermore this approach can keep up with technological 

changes.  

 It will be easier to enforce a national policy and developers working in 

different LA areas will find it easier to comply. 

 There should be a generalised policy which allows flexibility as to stop 

specific policies getting out of date. 

How the representations were taken into account: 

Overall a combination approach was most favoured.  Consider carbon 

reduction policies and design led approach to achieve good practice across 

the board.  A carbon reduction policy was included in the preferred option 

including a target for reducing carbon emissions based on the calculated 

Teignbridge contribution to the national target during the life of the Plan.  
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4. Climate Change questions 4.1 – 4.2  

This section looked at Flood Risk and Coastal Management. Only one option 

was proposed, with two questions: 

Ensure development does not take place in locations that are at an 

unacceptable risk of flooding and that new development does not 

increase the risk of on or off site flooding from rivers, the sea or heavy 

rainfall, and includes Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems. 

 Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core 

Strategy? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

36 (88%) respondents agreed with this approach, 0 disagreed and 5 (12%) 

did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 A clear process for site allocations needed, there should be no 

implication of the automatic granting of permission.  

 Mitigation measures should be considered to stop green infrastructure 

being destroyed.  

 More clarification of ‘unacceptable risk’ is needed, what national 

standards should be followed/ exceeded. 

 Support for making a stronger statement regarding the role of green 

infrastructure and permeable surfaces as a flood management tool. 

 Consideration needs to be given to the development of sites within 

flood plains where the impacts can be mitigated 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The site allocations in the preferred option took account of flood risk, based 

on information provided by the Environment Agency. Flood risk, sustainability 

and resilience policies were included in the plan.  Reference to the Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment will be made in determining applications.   
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5. Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section set out four potential approaches to the creation of new green 

infrastructure, with two questions: 

Option 1: No specific requirement for green infrastructure 

Option 2: Encourage delivery or funding of new green infrastructure 

Option 3: Require all new developments to provide on site green 

infrastructure 

Option 4: A mixture of options 2 and 3 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

1 (2%) respondent preferred option 1, 28 (48%) preferred option 2, 12 (21%) 

option 3 and 12 (21%) for option 4. 5 (8%) respondents did not indicate a 

preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There is a need for green infrastructure and development, taking each 

project on its merits and prioritising one or the other based on 

circumstances 

 Important that the focus isn’t on just green infrastructure linked to 

development. Need to ensure habitats aren’t fragmented by having a 

holistic approach. 

 Need to take account of the impact of such requirements on speed of 

delivery and viability 

 Cycle and walking paths are fundamental in terms of access to other 

communities, and the health and fitness of the communities they are in, 

any development should not impede them. 

 Green infrastructure should be provided in areas which help mitigate 

climate change, or to stop development isolating animal’s habitats.  

 Complementary role of sustainable transport and green infrastructure, 

along with its role in health and the provision of allotments  

 Should take account of existing green infrastructure, not just rely on 

new 

 Green infrastructure should include playing pitches and recreation 

space 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The preferred options document set out a specific high level policy for green 

infrastructure. Site allocations also included a requirement for on-site 

provision and off-site mitigation. For off-site provision, this was based on 
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issues such as the need to safeguard key strategic wildlife routes, protect 

important ridgelines or because on-site provision was not feasible. 

The green infrastructure is to be included within the Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan and the potential cost included in the viability testing for Community 

Infrastructure Levy. The policies were informed by the Green Infrastructure 

strategies for Exeter and the Heart of Teignbridge. 

5. Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks questions 2.1 – 2.2  

This section looked at planning for existing green infrastructure and 

environmental works. Only one option was put forward, with two questions: 

Seek to preserve and enhance existing green infrastructure networks as 

part of the planning balance. 

 Do you agree this is the only realistic option available? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

40 (87%) respondents agreed that this is the only realistic option, 1 (2%) 

disagreed and 5 (11%) did not give a view. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Ensure that all green infrastructure, existing and new, is interconnected 

and planned with development, not on its own 

 Need to consider the impact on the viability of development   

 Ancient woodlands and biodiversity need to be given greater 

prominence 

 There is need for cross boundary co-operation 

 Consider biodiversity offsetting 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The requirements for dealing with existing and new green infrastructure were 

included within a single policy. Site allocations also included requirements for 

dealing with on and off site green infrastructure. The viability testing relating to 

Community Infrastructure Levy will include potential costs of green 

infrastructure. Off-setting is still an emerging concept and there was 

insufficient understanding to include a policy at preferred options stage, 

although further work could be done in progressing towards the Submission 

stage. 

5. Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks: Settlement 

boundaries questions 1 and 2  

This section outlined the criteria for defining settlement boundaries including 

elements to draw from and what aspects to exclude. 
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Criteria for defining settlement boundaries 

The extent of development boundaries in the Newton Abbot Area and 

other identified main towns and villages should be based on the 

following criteria: 

Drawn to include: 

 The existing built form of these settlements 

 Existing permissions for development for housing immediately 

adjoining the built form 

 Sites allocated for development in a Development Plan Document 

for the Local Development Framework 

But exclude: 

 Extensive rear gardens which singly or collectively could lead to a 

scale of development inconsistent with the settlement status 

 Rural uses such as farm yards, and paddocks/stables 

 Buildings associated with extensive land uses such as golf 

clubhouses and sports pavilions 

 Detached groups of buildings where infilling in the gap between 

the settlement and the group would lead to unacceptable building 

along roads extending away from the settlement where services 

and facilities are located 

The questions were: 

 Do you agree with the proposed criteria for defining settlement 

development boundaries? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?  

26 (54%) respondents agreed with the criteria, 7 (15%) disagreed and 15 

(31%) did not answer. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Land with permission for employment should also be included 

 This is a Development Management consideration, rather than Core 

Strategy 

 Considerations should only apply to ‘non-strategic’ sites 

 The policy should include more on allowing development in the 

countryside, taking account of the Council’s aim of supplying 10% of 

housing in rural areas 

 Should be more flexible, taking each application on a case by case 

basis rather than setting criteria 

 Should consider building design and landscape as part of the criteria 

 Protect areas for local nature features of character 
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 Needs greater flexibility to take account of the length of the plan 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The change in process towards the preparation of comprehensive Local 

Plans, rather a suite of linked documents, meant that the inclusion of 

settlement limits was considered to be appropriate for inclusion in this 

document.  However, to concentrate on the strategic issues for consultation 

purposes, the preferred option did not include the final policies map and 

settlement limits were not shown.  This work was therefore to await the 

preparation of the Proposed Submission plan.    

5. Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks: Coastal areas 

questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section sets out potential criteria for defining the undeveloped coast, 

based on work with Devon County Council and strategic partners and taking 

account of an assessment of the coastal area. A statement sets out the 

criteria for defining the undeveloped coast, giving two options and asking two 

questions. 

Criteria for defining the undeveloped coast 

The undeveloped coast should be defined as follows: 

The inward limit of the ‘Undeveloped Coast’ should be determined by: 

a. The extent of direct maritime influences and coastal related activities, 

including the open coast and estuaries within tidal limits, 

b. The visual envelope (visible from cliff tops, beaches, sea or estuary; 

or form part of the view from significant lengths of public highway, or 

other publicly accessible routes, leading to and along the coast, 

including the South West Coast Path and the intended new coastal trail / 

access land) and, 

c. The area being substantially undeveloped.  

The seaward limit of the 'Undeveloped Coast' shall either be the mean 

low water mark or the point at which the river meets the sea. 

Option 1: Include criteria for defining the ‘Undeveloped Coast’ 

Option 2: Rely on settlement boundary policies to protect the 

undeveloped coast 

 Which of these options do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

27 (71%) respondents supported option 1, 5 (13%) supported option 2 and 6 

(16%) did not indicate a preference. 
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Relevant issues raised: 

 Some discretion is needed on the limit of inward land development 

 Need to consider how the plan will deal with proposals for defence 

barriers and new developments that include measures to deal with 

flooding and tidal risk 

 Coastal areas should include “future proofing” against expected tidal 

patterns 

 This policy should extend beyond just coastal areas and include natural 

landscape, historical environment or any area of natural beauty. 

 New policy is unnecessary as undeveloped coastal areas will be 

protected through countryside and landscape policies 

 Coastal areas require a cross boundary approach  

How the representations were taken into account: 

It is clear that protection, maintenance and enhancement of the undeveloped 

coast are important, and are specifically referred to within the Preferred 

Options, although without at that stage defining the boundaries.   

The preferred option policy set limiting criteria for development in the 

undeveloped coast, restricting support to proposals that require a coastal 

location. This allows a degree of flexibility for coastal businesses, as opposed 

to a blanket restriction, while protecting the character of the area.
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6. Transport and other facilities questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section considered the most appropriate approach to allocating 

development in relation to accessibility to the transport network and 

alternative means of travel. Three options were presented, with two questions. 

Option 1: Direct growth to areas where accessibility can be maximised 

Option 2: Require new development to contribute to sustainable 

transport measures 

Option3: A combination of options 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

4 (7%) respondents supported option 1, 7 (13%) option 2 and 32 (58%) option 

3. 12 (22%) respondents did not indicate a preferred option. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Favour development where public transport links are already provided 

 Support for investment in new transport infrastructure, including 

reopening railway stations, cycle routes, more frequent eco-friendly 

buses, bike parking, footpaths and bus shelters 

 Transport must be improved to facilitate development 

 Need to take account of development viability in requirements for new 

infrastructure 

 Need to provide for improved access for people in rural areas, 

acknowledge the role of innovative schemes such as car sharing in the 

villages and the need to counter the feeling of isolation of non-car 

owning families 

 New transport infrastructure needs to be balanced with other kinds of 

sustainable development 

 The policy should make it clear that developers are not the sole 

providers of infrastructure 

 Transport policy should not stifle social sustainability 

 Developing too heavily in rural areas will increase the reliance on cars 

How the representations were taken into account: 

Transport issues are a clear concern for many and the nature of how we 

move around is important in creating more sustainable communities. Many 

respondents expressed concerned about public transport and how this can be 

improved.  The preferred option contained a sustainable transport and 

distribution policy, concentrating development at the main settlements with 

existing infrastructure, and a requirement to improve infrastructure to support 

growth. In rural areas these issues will be considered through Neighbourhood 
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Plans.  A number of specific proposals were included, to be developed further 

through plan preparation. 

6. Transport and other facilities questions 2.1 – 2.2 

This section looked at infrastructure and community facilities, presenting one 

option for new provision and two questions. 

Option 1: Infrastructure and community facilities will be provided to 

support new development.  Provision will be phased to ensure that it 

comes forward in step with construction and taking account of the need 

for development to remain viable. 

 Do you agree that this is the only reasonable option available for the 

Core Strategy? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

23 (49%) respondents agreed with the option, 14 (30%) disagreed and 10 

(21%) did not answer. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There should be more commentary on the need for critical 

infrastructure, not just the phasing. 

 ‘Viability’ needs to be clarified 

 Transport should have its own section along with cycle roads, motor 

vehicle roads and junction improvements  

 New development should not be seen as a way of fixing problems in 

existing infrastructure 

 The Plan should make clear what minimum level of infrastructure is, 

the minimum should include such things as local food supply, 

community cohesion measures and energy security 

 Infrastructure lists need to be prioritised into essential and desirable, 

with appropriate phasing to avoid development being seen as simply a 

way of generating money 

 The document should state that a loss of any current facility will be 

resisted unless it can be proved that said facility is obsolete 

How the representations were taken into account: 

The need for infrastructure and community facilities is important and a key 

issue in planning for the growth of sustainable communities.  The preferred 

options had an appropriate policy covering these aspects, with further work t 

follow through plan preparation and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
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7. Design Quality questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section looked at the most appropriate way to balance the needs of the 

historic environment and new developments. Three options were presented, 

with two questions. 

Option 1: Contain detailed design policies 

Option 2: Include a commitment to high quality design 

Option 3: Rely on guidance included in Planning Policy Statement1 and 

other national guidance 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

11 (26%) respondents supported option 1, 26 (60%) supported option 2 and 3 

(7%) supported option 3. 3 (7%) respondents did not state a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Need to define what ‘high quality’ is 

 Core Strategy should not be so detailed – that is for future 

Development Plan Documents 

 Policy should allow flexibility  

 Housing that fits in with the local environment and carbon reduction are 

both important features. 

 Design needs to take account of the existing built environment, 

particularly the historic environment, and consider the legacy left for 

future generations 

 Architectural quality is subjective and depends on context  

How the representations were taken into account: 

Most respondents felt that design should be left to lower tier development plan 

documents. Given the changes to the planning system, as the Core Strategy 

is to become a Local Plan and Planning Policy Statements are to be replaced, 

a design policy was prepared and formed part of preferred option.  
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8. Housing and affordable housing need questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section set out options for planning for the level of growth within the 

district over the life of the plan. Three options were proposed, based around 

the level of need identified through the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

for Teignbridge, updated in February 2010. Two questions were asked   

Option 1: Provide for about 740 dwellings per year, equal to the level of 

need. 

Option 2: Provide for more than 740 dwellings per year, above the level 

of need.  

Option 3: Provide for less than 740 dwellings per year, below the level of 

need. 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

25 (36%) of respondents chose option 1, 17 (25%) chose option 2 and 16 

(23%) chose option 3. 11 (16%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Question the evidence to justify level of population growth 

 Before setting a target there is a need to consider key issues such as 

environmental impact, achievability, effects on quality of life  and 

infrastructure capacity  

 Design issues (garages, on street parking), Tenure Issues & need for 

adaptable homes (lifetime homes, affordable homes) 

 District should restrict in-migration 

 Long term under-provision needs to be considered in setting level of 

delivery 

 Need to look at the role of empty homes, second homes and holiday 

homes in meeting need 

 Desire for clearer statement on increasing delivery allowing for 

reconsideration following first 10 years of delivery 

 The level of new housing should be based on local demand and 

anticipated population growth reflecting the distribution of employment 

opportunities 

 Each place will need a vision for what they will be like to guide growth  

 Policy should consider phasing of delivery to take account of previous 

low levels of growth and indicate how much will be on brownfield 

 The target should be separated into the edge of Exeter and the rest of 

the district as they are likely to have different levels of growth. 

How the representations were taken into account: 
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A mixed response to potential levels of growth, with no clear preference 

expressed.  

As the planning system cannot control in-migration or the use of existing 

homes as second/holiday homes, a key plan issue will be to meet the 

objectively assessed needs of the area.  Seeking to reduce population growth 

through restrictions on housebuilding were not pursued in the preferred 

options because this would have negative impact on affordability, mobility, 

demographic balance and economic resilience.   

Planning for less than the assessed level is also considered unreasonable as 

this is likely to result in a policy document being found unsound. In the 

absence of any robust evidence based alternative, the preferred option was 

based on an annual figure of 740 dwellings per annum. 

8. Housing and affordable housing need questions 2.1 – 2.2  

This section focused on the threshold to be set for requiring affordable 

housing. Current national guidance is 15 dwellings, although a lower figure 

can be used if based on robust local evidence. Two options were put forward, 

with two questions. 

Option 1: Include a threshold of 5 dwellings for urban sites and 2 

dwellings in rural areas.  

Option 2: Alternative thresholds to these - please state your view. 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?  

22 (47%) respondents preferred option 1, compared with 13 (28%) for option 

2. 12 (25%) respondents did not identify a preferred option. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 The proposed thresholds will stop sites coming forward due to viability. 

Thresholds of 15 dwellings on urban sites and 5 dwellings in rural 

areas were suggested as a possible alternative. 

 Targets for affordable housing should be achievable and negotiable 

and allow for flexibility to respond to the viability of individual sites. 

 The threshold should be higher at 40 units 

 All sites should provide affordable housing, either on-site, off-site or by 

contribution to pooled fund. 

 Recommend the introduction of a cascade of varying thresholds, with a 

rural policy for some villages that allows cross subsidy from some 

market units. 

How the representations were taken into account:  
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A consultation on the Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 

overlapped the consultation on Issues and Alternatives.  A few comments 

stated a preference for much higher thresholds while most suggested greater 

variability or scope for negotiation. 

The preferred option contained the thresholds in Option 1, as it is based on 

the evidence in the Affordable Housing Economic Viability report and given 

the serious need for affordable housing in the district. The policy also included 

a clause to allow for viability to be considered where it is proven to be a 

barrier to delivery. 

8. Housing and affordable housing need questions 3.1 – 3.2 

This section looked at the level of affordable housing for sites, presenting two 

options and two questions. 

Option 1 A target for all applicable sites of 40% affordable housing 

Option 2 An alternative target - please state your view and give reasons 

why  

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

23 (42%) respondents supported option 1 and 18 (33%) supported option 2. 

14 (25%) respondents did not indicate a preference.  

Relevant issues raised: 

 40% provision may prevent sites from being released and is unviable. 

Consideration needs to be given to the impact such a target will have 

on housing delivery short and long term 

 Targets must be subject to negotiation on a site by site basis due to 

viability and not all areas need 40% affordable housing 

 ‘affordable’ should be defined 

 Consider site specific targets 

 If new housing is required it should all be affordable 

 A 60% target should be imposed. 

 30% affordable housing provision should be used as a guideline figure, 

taking into account other developer obligations. 

 A target of 25% with grant is more realistic than a target of 40% 

 There is a need to allow for off-site contributions in some 

circumstances 

 Encourage people to live in smaller dwellings or share existing 

dwellings 

How the representations were taken into account:  
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The preferred option document set out a stepped policy applied to the 

strategic towns that began at 30% with a proposed annual rise by 1% to a 

maximum of 40%, to account for an improvement in market conditions.  In 

rural areas the policy is for exceptions sites or allocations through the 

Neighbourhood Plans. 

8. Housing and affordable housing need questions 4.1 – 4.2 

This section looked at the approach for allocating sites for Gypsies and 

Travellers, suggesting three possible approaches and asking two questions. 

Option 1 Incorporate provision for Gypsies and Travellers within 

strategic site allocations 

Option 2 Include a policy setting out criteria for planning applications 

for Gypsy and Traveller sites, based on national policy and the 

assessment of need  

Option 3 Allocate sites in rural and other areas sufficient to meet the 

identified need 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

17 (46%) respondents preferred option 1, 12 (32%) preferred option 2, 4 

(11%) option 3 and 4 (11%) did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Sites should be put forward for allocation, and if not a criteria based 

approach should be adopted. 

 Opportunities within strategic site allocations should be explored in the 

longer term. 

 Criteria based policies to help guide site allocations and meet 

unexpected demand. 

 Gypsy and Traveller sites shouldn’t form part of the strategic need of 

the Core Strategy 

 Gypsy and Traveller requirements shouldn’t override policy 

requirements; if sites are unacceptable for development it should be 

equally unacceptable for gypsy and traveller development. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Analysis showed a slight preference for site-specific allocations with criteria-

based approach second.  Travellers stakeholder organisations suggested 

opportunities should be explored within strategic sites and that additionally 

criteria-based policy should be available to meet unanticipated demand.  This 

approach was taken forward into the preferred option with two sites in the 

largest two allocations and a strategic policy.
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9. Employment opportunities questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section sought to identify options for the level of employment growth in 

the district, with three possible options presented with two questions 

Option 1: Employment growth to create a 1:1 ratio between jobs and 

working residents 

Option 2: Lower employment growth, relying on additional jobs outside 

of Teignbridge   

Option 3: Higher employment growth, to support housing growth in 

nearby centres and reflect the strategic location of Newton Abbot in 

particular 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

18 (39%) respondents preferred Option 1, 3 (7%) preferred option 2, 20 (43%) 

chose option 3 and 5 (11%) did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Existing employment land should be safeguarded and new land 

identified for future employment growth. 

 A flexible approach to assessing employment need should be applied 

to reflect the availability of jobs close to but outside the District. 

 Need to recognise the needs of the wider area beyond the district 

particularly Exeter and Torbay and the economic dynamics between 

the places 

 Opportunity to build on the traditional industries and engineering firms 

to create well paid professional job opportunities at all levels 

 Potential imbalance to the north of the district due to the economic pull 

of Exeter. Need to secure a better balance of jobs in the market and 

coastal towns 

 The Plan should plan for economic growth, but the scale of provision 

needs to be based on an aspirational but realistic assessment of 

economic potential. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was general support for allocating additional employment land within 

the district.  Several respondents cited the need for increasing local provision 

as being important in the event of increased pressure on commuting / petrol 

prices.  In these cases, to over-provide employment land would encourage 

further commuting (in-commuting) which is not environmentally desirable. 

The economic importance of Exeter and Torbay is acknowledged and the 

preferred option did not seek to undermine this. However, to reduce the level 
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of out-commuting and create a more sustainable, prosperous district the 

preferred option sought a growth in local jobs towards a 1:1 ratio between 

employment and employees, allowing for potential non-delivery of sites. 

9. Employment opportunities questions 2.1 – 2.2 

This section focused on the distribution of employment land, presenting three 

potential options and two questions. 

Option 1: Distribute employment allocations in the same manner as 

housing 

Option 2: Concentrate new employment at Newton Abbot 

Option 3: Disperse new employment to smaller settlements and rural 

areas 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

22 (48%) respondents preferred option 1, 13 (28%) option 2 and 4 (9%) 

option 3. 7 (15%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Recognise the complementary role of employment provision between 

the settlements within Teignbridge and those competing settlements 

within the wider area. 

 Important to ensure that a suitable level of employment is provided 

within large strategic allocations to ensure sustainable development 

can be achieved. 

 Need for growth in other parts of the plan area to reduce travel and to 

increase prosperity in such areas. 

 Drumbridges offers the opportunity of allocating employment land in an 

area already developed and with good transportation linkages. 

 Suggestion that options 1 and 3 should be combined 

 An alternative approach should be taken by formulating an evidence 

based spatial distribution 

 Growth should be located where it is in close proximity to existing 

populations and infrastructure 

 New employment sites should come forward through a combination of 

mixed use and single use business parks depending on the 

circumstances. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was support for adopting a flexible, adaptable and responsive 

approach. A number of sites were promoted for employment use.  
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The preferred option allocated employment in each main settlement on a 

similar basis to housing distribution, and further policies supporting 

employment growth in other areas.   

9. Employment opportunities questions 3.1 – 3.2  

This section focused on the types of employment sites that should be 

allocated, presenting three options with two questions. 

Option 1: Focus business development on mixed use urban extensions 

Option 2: Provide a range of single use business parks in towns and 

villages  

Option 3: A combination of mixed use and business parks based on 

local circumstances and opportunities 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

4 (9%) respondents preferred option1, 2 (5%) preferred option 2 and 34 (77%) 

preferred option 3. 4 (9%) respondents did not set out a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 A flexible approach has the best chance of attracting new employment 

reflecting local and wider needs and opportunities. 

 The sustainability benefits of mixed use developments are recognised, 

especially in large-scale strategic sites that can fund the infrastructure 

improvements required to facilitate development. 

 An evidence based spatial distribution needs to be formulated, 

including new development at Newton Abbot as well as increased 

employment opportunities at places like Teignmouth and Dawlish. 

 Large development must provide for employment opportunities, but not 

necessarily on site. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was a clear preference to maintain flexibility and positively promote 

employment space for a variety of uses.  There was concern about 

deliverability of business parks not associated with residential development so 

further consideration is needed on how to deliver those types of site. 

The preferred option included mixed use allocations and specific employment 

only sites to ensure flexibility. 
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9. Employment opportunities questions 4.1 – 4.2 

This section presented four possible options for defining a hierarchy of retail 

centres, which would be used to focus major retail growth in the district. Two 

questions were asked. 

Option 1: Adopt the Retail and Leisure Study proposed retail hierarchy 

and include new facilities of an appropriate scale in strategic site 

allocations across the Plan area. 

Option 2: Elevate Newton Abbot to a higher "Main Town Centre" status 

within the Study hierarchy to acknowledge its different current and 

future role (plus allocate new facilities at strategic site allocations 

across the Plan area) 

Option 3: Expand the hierarchy of centres to include other Local Centres 

to be determined through a wider review of local shopping facilities 

Option 4: A combination of option 2 and 3 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

14 (36%) respondents preferred option 1, 5 (13%) option 2, 3 (8%) options 3 

and 13 (33%) option 4. 4 (10%) respondents did not set out a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Need to reflect retail centres outside but adjacent to the district. 

 Need for new retail centres in strategic development areas. 

 Need for a leisure and theatres policy 

 Role of Drumbridges needs to be acknowledged, given the facilities 

and uses in that location and the role it plays in the district 

 Development should be based on current demand. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Option 1 was chosen as it is based on the most recent and relevant evidence.  

The preferred option considered the current and future roles of the centres to 

ensure that they are resilient to change and can support the proposed level of 

growth. There is a need to ensure that retail expenditure is retained within the 

district to support the local economy, while acknowledging that the economy 

is not restricted to administrative boundaries and the larger and more varied 

retail offer at Exeter and Torbay will continue to attract Teignbridge residents. 

9. Employment opportunities questions 5.1 – 5.2 

This section looked at the provision of comparison goods floorspace (non-

food goods such as clothes, furniture, electrical goods, etc). Four possible 

options were presented, with two questions asked. 
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Option 1: Plan to deliver all the comparison floorspace need identified in 

the Retail and Leisure Study  

Option 2: Plan to deliver the comparison floorspace need identified to 

2021 with a review of the Retail and Leisure Study to inform longer term 

growth  

Option 3: Phase the delivery of comparison retail floorspace across the 

plan period to allow time to determine the impacts of new development, 

and to update the Retail and Leisure Study and subsequently the Core 

Strategy if required in due course 

Option 4: A combination of these options 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

2 (6%) respondents preferred option 1, 3 (9%) preferred option 2, 22 (70%) 

option 3 and 3 (9%) options 4. 2 (6%) respondents did not give a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Consider the future retail trends and the environmental impacts 

 Development should add to the existing centre not dominate it 

 No evidence to support this scale of retail provision 

How the representations were taken into account:  

As the evidence has identified a level of need for comparison goods 

floorspace there will need to be a plan of how this will be delivered. Failure to 

identify sufficient sites based on the evidence could lead to pressure for out of 

centre retail to meet the need. Option 1 was taken forward through the 

preferred option, although the need to update evidence suggested in option 2 

will take place as a matter of course in monitoring and reviewing the Plan.  

9. Employment opportunities questions 6.1 – 6.2 

This section suggested that new major retail should be limited and asked two 

questions. 

Option: Plan for any major additional retail floor space to be delivered in 

Newton Abbot, Teignmouth or Dawlish with potentially only minor 

developments (or nothing to be allocated) elsewhere. 

 Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core 

Strategy? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

25 (71%) respondents agreed with this approach and 6 (17%) disagreed. 4 

(12%) respondents did not give a preference. 
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Relevant issues raised: 

 Drumbridges should be recognised as a strategic location for new non-

food retailing.   

 Should ensure that there are no out of town retail facilities 

 Consider the potential for new retail centre to be delivered in large 

strategic allocations.  

 Retail space to be encouraged in all centres/towns 

 Need to reduce travel and ensure local facilities are accessible and 

meet local need.  

 Employment opportunities should extend beyond more jobs in retail; 

create employment opportunities in new sectors to support 

Teignbridge’ resilience. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

The need to ensure each main settlement can meet the shopping needs of 

residents will be an important part of developing and maintaining sustainable 

communities. This will require retail to be accessible by many means of 

transport. It will also be important to recognise the role of smaller scale retail 

provision in both smaller places and within the larger urban areas. 

Some respondents suggested more retail in other locations. Our evidence is 

that there is no need to plan for more major retail in other areas.  

9. Employment opportunities questions 7.1 – 7.2 

This section looked at the need (or lack of) to provide for large scale 

convenience goods (food and drink) floorspace. Only one option was put 

forward, with two questions. 

Option: Subject to delivery of new supermarkets in Dawlish and 

Teignmouth, make no planned provision for new convenience goods 

floor space in the Plan area, other than small scale provision in any 

strategic allocation. 

 Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core 

Strategy? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

23 (62%) respondents supported this option, 8 (22%) disagreed and 6 (16%) 

did not indicate a view. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Large sites will be required for additional food-retail space to 

accommodate the growth planned for the town 
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 Supermarkets on unallocated sites can still accord with national 

guidance 

 New convenience goods floor space should be based on the need 

identified in retail studies and subject to review. 

 Development of market towns should be related to local need 

 Understand the power of convenience goods retailing to anchor 

provision that can support other retailing aspirations. 

 There could be appropriate economically sustainable sites available for 

new convenience stores in smaller towns, which may bring economic 

gains to local settlements 

 Need to keep evidence base up to date and plan for needs accordingly 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Although a large proportion of respondents indicated support for the 

approach, there were a number of retailers and site promoters who wished to 

see more convenience retail provision. However, no contrary evidence was 

submitted to suggest that there would be a need for further convenience retail 

and the preferred option was therefore be based on the available up to date 

evidence. 

9. Employment opportunities questions 8.1 – 8.2 

This section looked at the need for land for new office development, 

presenting three options and asking two questions. 

Option 1: Identify sites in identified Town Centres to meet the need for 

office floorspace during the plan period  

Option 2: Identify the majority of sites needed to meet the identified 

need in the identified Town Centres with the limited provision in 

sustainable employment locations elsewhere  

Option 3: Identify a more even distribution of land for office 

development in the Plan area with a mix of sites in identified Town 

Centres and in other sustainable locations 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

1 (3%) respondent preferred option 1, 9 (27%) option 2 and 18 (55%) option 

3. 5 (15%) did not give a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Need for office space at larger rural settlements and areas 

(Drumbridges, Chudleigh, Bovey Tracey, Exminster, Starcross) 

 Edge of town locations avoid congestion and parking issues 

 Town centres are normally the most suitable locations for offices 
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 A flexible approach to the delivery of new office development should be 

applied to reflect potential need generated by large strategic allocations 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was strong support for out of centre office provision and in locations 

away from the main towns. Strategic locations, such as the edge of Exeter 

and A38 corridor were promoted. A balance will need to be struck between 

available sites, accessibility by different forms of transport and reinforcing the 

economic role of key towns and locations. Teignbridge is a rural district and 

the preferred option set out support rural for areas, different scales of office 

requirements and provided attractive, strategic locations for office 

development.  
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10. Settlements questions 1.1 – 1.2 (Newton Abbot) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for Newton 

Abbot. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at housing and 

employment need, transport, community facilities, green infrastructure and the 

need to mitigate environmental risks. Two questions were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Newton Abbot? 

 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 

19 (83%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 1 (4%) did not. 3 

(13%) respondents did not state a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Drumbridges should be recognised as an integral part of the Newton 

Abbot area 

 There should be reference to the market housing need for Newton 

Abbot, not just house prices and affordable housing 

 There should be reference to the needs of an ageing population 

 The plan should consider the spiritual needs of the community and the 

role religious institutions have in local communities and social life 

 The Plan needs to recognise the important role of mineral extraction in 

the Newton Abbot area while reconciling the constraints it imposes 

through mineral safeguarding areas 

 The Plan needs to be set out how it will secure additional employment 

given the plans for economic growth at Exeter and Torbay 

 Each settlement needs to retain its own identity, including ‘green 

breaks’ between places, and Kingsteignton’s town centre needs to be 

defined 

 Need to protect and enhance nature conservation assets 

 There should be reference to the need for extra care housing or other 

provision to meet the needs of the growing ageing population 

 Connections to the A38 need to be modelled and appropriate mitigation 

planned to improve capacity of the junctions 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Overall there was agreement that the issues identified were the main ones for 

the Newton Abbot area. The additional issues raised were taken on board as 

the preferred options developed, along with further work to the evidence base 

to understand the potential impacts of growth and required mitigation. 

10. Settlements questions 1.3 – 1.4 (Newton Abbot) 
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This section considered the four spatial options for growth across the district, 

with a view to understanding which one was the most appropriate to plan for 

the growth of the Newton Abbot area. It set out opportunities to address the 

key issues. Two questions were asked following the presentation of the four 

options, which were set out in more detail in section 12: 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution    

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

 Which option best meets the needs of Newton Abbot? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

3 (11%) respondents preferred option 1, 17 (64%) option 2, 2 (7%) option 3 

and 2 (7%) option 4. 3 (11%) respondents expressed no preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Option 4 is incompatible with sustainable development  

 The spatial distribution needs to be informed by the relative 

environmental capacities of the different housing development areas  

 Suggest that growth should be dispersed throughout the plan area to 

include all settlements with a decent level of facilities 

 The factors affecting the balance of development provision between 

Newton Abbot and Exeter areas will be independent and should not be 

seen as alternatives 

 The potential for regeneration needs to be highlighted 

How the representations were taken into account:  

The responses to the question supported a strong Newton Abbot focus, but 

stressed the need to understand the physical and environmental constraints 

to growth. A review of physical and environmental capacity was undertaken, 

along with the economic potential and local housing need, to inform the 

distribution for the preferred option. 

10. Settlements questions 2.1 – 2.2 (Teignmouth) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for 

Teignmouth. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at housing and 

employment need, regeneration, transport, community facilities, green 

infrastructure and the need to mitigate environmental risks. Two questions 

were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Teignmouth? 
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 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 

15 (75%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 2 (10%) disagreed.  3 

(15%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There needs to be reference to protecting the parts of the town with 

character and historic importance 

 Investment in infrastructure has to come from private sector 

development 

 More reference needed to the ageing population 

 Green infrastructure will need to be carefully planned, designed and 

managed in order to meet its potential objectives, including biodiversity 

 The strategic break between Bishopsteignton and Teignmouth should 

be retained and the skyline should be protected 

 Marine resource opportunities: fishing, shipping, energy and recreation 

 Public realm and landscaping improvements needed as part of 

regeneration 

 The lack of car parking or a multi storey facility in Teignmouth  

 Need to protect and enhance nature conservation assets 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Overall there was agreement that the issues identified were the main ones for 

the Teignmouth area. The additional issues raised were taken on board as the 

preferred options developed, along with further work to the evidence base to 

understand the potential impacts of growth and required mitigation. 

10. Settlements questions 2.3 – 2.4 (Teignmouth) 

This section considered the four spatial options for growth across the district, 

with a view to understanding which one was the most appropriate to plan for 

the growth of the Teignmouth area. It set out opportunities to address the key 

issues. Two questions were asked following the presentation of the four 

options: 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution    

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

 Which option best meets the needs of Teignmouth? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 
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3 (21%) respondents preferred option 1, 5 (36%) option 2, 1 (7%) option 3 

and 3 (21%) option 4. 2 (15%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There should be greater emphasis on growth in the town to reflect the 

role it plays in the economy of the district 

 Option 4 reflects pattern of housing need but does not provide enough 

market housing to support delivery of necessary level of affordable 

housing 

 To achieve the level of affordable housing required Teignmouth 

allocation should be closer to 100-125 dwellings per annum 

How the representations were taken into account:  

The questions on distribution of growth in relation to the best interests of 

Teignmouth received very little commentary. A review of physical and 

environmental capacity was undertaken to inform the preferred option. 

10. Settlements questions 3.1 – 3.2 (Dawlish) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for 

Dawlish. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at housing and 

employment need, regeneration, transport, community facilities, green 

infrastructure and the need to mitigate environmental risks. Two questions 

were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Dawlish? 

 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 

14 (74%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 1 (5%) disagreed.  4 

(21%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 The development of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment will allow 

appropriate understanding of flood risk in the area coupled with the 

policy direction outlined in the Shoreline Management Plan.  

 GI will need to be carefully planned, designed and managed in order to 

meet its potential objectives, including biodiversity 

 More reference needed to the ageing population  

 Continued maintenance of the seawall and other coastal defences in 

this area required to minimise the impact of this climate change on the 

operation of a railway service  

 Traditional character of the town must be preserved 

How the representations were taken into account:  
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Overall there was agreement that the issues identified were the main ones for 

the Dawlish area. The additional issues raised were taken on board as the 

preferred options developed, along with further work to the evidence base to 

understand the potential impacts of growth and required mitigation. 

10. Settlements questions 3.3 – 3.4 (Dawlish) 

This section considered the four spatial options for growth across the district, 

with a view to understanding which one was the most appropriate to plan for 

the growth of the Dawlish area. It set out opportunities to address the key 

issues. Two questions were asked following the presentation of the four 

options: 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution    

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

 Which option best meets the needs of Dawlish? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

5 (29%) respondents preferred option 1, 2 (12%) option 2, 4 (23%) option 3 

and 3 (18%) option 4. 3 (18%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 There should be greater emphasis on growth in the town to reflect the 

role it plays in the economy of the district 

 An option identifying Dawlish and Teignmouth only 

 Contrasting alternative approaches of more and less at Dawlish 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was no clear consensus on which distribution of growth was the best 

for the interests of Dawlish. A review of physical and environmental capacity 

was undertaken to inform the preferred option. 

10. Settlements questions 4.1 – 4.2 (Bovey Tracey) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for Bovey 

Tracey. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at housing and 

employment need, improved movement, green infrastructure and the need to 

mitigate environmental risks. Two questions were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Bovey Tracey? 

 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 
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12 (60%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 4 (20%) disagreed.  4 

(20%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 The town plays an important role for a huge rural hinterland that is 

constrained by national park 

 Bovey Tracey should be able to make a significant contribution to 

meeting the District’s overall need 

 Impact on the function of and junctions on to the A38 needs to be part 

of the consideration for any development 

 Need to provide smaller homes for retired residents who wish to 

downsize.   

How the representations were taken into account:  

Overall there was agreement that the issues identified were the main ones for 

the Bovey Tracey area. The additional issues raised were taken on board as 

the preferred options developed, along with further work to the evidence base 

to understand the potential impacts of growth and required mitigation. 

10. Settlements questions 4.3 – 4.4 (Bovey Tracey) 

This section considered the four spatial options for growth across the district, 

with a view to understanding which one was the most appropriate to plan for 

the growth of the Bovey Tracey area. It set out opportunities to address the 

key issues. Two questions were asked following the presentation of the four 

options: 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution    

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

 Which option best meets the needs of Bovey Tracey? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

5 (36%) respondents preferred option 1, 5 (36%) option 2, 0 (0%) option 3 

and 3 (21%) option 4. 1 (7%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Option 4 should be considered a minimum in Bovey Tracey 

 Less emphasis should be placed on Newton Abbot , recognise the 

enhanced contribution that settlements along the A38 corridor can 

make to achieve overall development needs. 

How the representations were taken into account:  
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There was no clear consensus on which distribution of growth was the best 

for the interests of Bovey Tracey. A review of physical and environmental 

capacity was undertaken to inform the preferred option. 

10. Settlements questions 5.1 – 5.2 (Chudleigh) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for 

Chudleigh. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at housing and 

employment need, transport, green infrastructure, the need to mitigate 

environmental risks, protect nature conservation interests, town centre 

enhancement, improved community facilities and parish plan objectives. Two 

questions were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Chudleigh? 

 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 

9 (60%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 2 (13%) disagreed.  4 

(27%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Significant demand for additional community facilities, including sports 

pitches, formal open green space and for teenagers/younger people 

 Impact on the function of and junctions on to the A38 needs to be part 

of the consideration for any development 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Overall there was agreement that the issues identified were the main ones for 

the Chudleigh area. The additional issues raised were taken on board as the 

preferred options developed, along with further work to the evidence base to 

understand the potential impacts of growth and required mitigation. 

10. Settlements questions 5.3 – 5.4 (Chudleigh) 

This section considered the four spatial options for growth across the district, 

with a view to understanding which one was the most appropriate to plan for 

the growth of the Chudleigh area. It set out opportunities to address the key 

issues. Two questions were asked following the presentation of the four 

options: 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution    

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

 Which option best meets the needs of Chudleigh? 
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 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

4 (31%) respondents preferred option 1, 5 (38%) option 2, 0 (0%) option 3 

and 3 (23%) option 4. 1 (8%) respondents did not indicate a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Housing levels at Chudleigh should be higher than 20 per annum to 

help deliver the required community facilities 

How the representations were taken into account:  

No commentary on the most appropriate spatial distribution for Chudleigh. A 

review of physical and environmental capacity was undertaken to inform the 

preferred option. 

10. Settlements questions 6.1 – 6.4 (Edge of Exeter) 

This section introduces what are considered to be the main issues for the 

edge of Exeter. It provides a contextual introduction and looks at the need to 

support Exeter’s growth, transport, the need for homes and jobs, green 

infrastructure, community facilities, current environmental risks and 

considerations of alternative options for growth. Four questions were asked. 

 Do you agree with the rationale for allocating growth to meet the needs 

of Exeter within Teignbridge? 

 Do you support a single urban extension, dispersed growth or adding 

to existing settlements? 

 Do you agree that growth to the South West of Exeter is the most 

appropriate location to create a sustainable urban extension to the 

city? 

 Are there alternative locations that should be considered that could 

provide similar or greater improvements for the city and residents of 

Teignbridge? 

17 (55%) respondents agreed with the rationale for growth at Exeter and 3 

(10%) disagreed. 11 (35%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Growth to the north of the district should meet the needs of the district 

 Concerns over knock-on effects on Exminster, creating a dormitory 

community 

 Need to protect and enhance nature conservation assets 

 Development at Exeter reduces negative impact on more rural 

communities 

 The need for a coordinated cross boundary approach to delivering 

growth is critical to achieving successful communities in the future 
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How the representations were taken into account:  

There was a slight majority of respondents who agreed with the rationale for 

allocating growth at Exeter, which the Preferred Option pursued through 

allocation of the South West Exeter urban extension.   

Relevant issues raised to support for a single urban extension, 

dispersed growth or adding to existing settlements: 

 Add to existing settlements to provide/improve infrastructure and 

support local services and lead to quicker delivery extension 

 Dispersed growth can be more flexible and responsive supply of 

housing land  

 A single urban extension provides the critical mass that dispersed 

growth cannot 

 A single urban extension provides benefits of economies of scale and 

greater sustainability 

 A single urban extension with additions to existing settlements 

How the representations were taken into account:  

No clear preference emerged, with respondents showing support for all three 

options plus hybrid options. The delivery of key pieces of infrastructure means 

a single urban area would be more appropriate, while smaller sites would be 

more deliverable albeit without comprehensively addressing some of the 

infrastructure issues.  

The assessment of the three options was previously carried out as part of the 

Area Action Plan and the Regional Spatial Strategy. The area will be 

considered as a single urban extension but may well come forward in smaller 

parcels. It is therefore critical that the area is masterplanned to avoid 

becoming fragmented and failing to deliver the infrastructure required.  

Relevant issues raised as to whether respondents agree that growth to 

the South West of Exeter is the most appropriate location to create a 

sustainable urban extension to the city. 

12 (55%) respondents agreed, 4 (18%) disagreed and 6 (27%) expressed no 

preference. 

 Development to the southwest and west of Exeter are not suitable as 

they provide a green backdrop to the city 

 A single urban extension would be inflexible and constrain housing 

delivery 

 Needs significant investment in infrastructure, facilities and public 

transport to make it sustainable 

 East of Exeter is a more logical approach 
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How the representations were taken into account:  

A slight majority agree that the south west is the most appropriate location for 

growth at Exeter. Concern was raised about the potential impact for 

Exminster, both the village services and levels of traffic. The preferred option 

included measures to deal with the impacts of the growth. No specific 

Exminster issues were proposed, as the development would be Exeter facing 

and not be reliant upon facilities in Exminster. 

Relevant issues raised to alternative locations that should be 

considered that could provide similar or greater improvements for the 

city and residents of Teignbridge: 

 Atwells Farm to the northwest of the city was promoted as a suitable 

alternative site for development. 

How the representations were taken into account:  

Aside from ‘no development’ or ‘allocate growth across rural villages’, only 

one actual alternative growth area at the edge of Exeter was proposed. The 

site was evaluated against the area at Alphington and other sites considered 

as part of the Regional Spatial Strategy, before the preferred option was 

decided. The site at Atwells Farm was not included in the Plan as it was not 

considered to be an appropriate alternative to growth adjacent to Alphington. 

10. Settlements questions 7.1 – 7.2 (Ashburton and Buckfastleigh) 

This section looks at the parts of Ashburton and Buckfastleigh parishes within 

the Teignbridge plan area. Both towns are within Dartmoor National Park Plan 

area and no significant proposals are planned. However, there may be scope 

to support limited growth to meet the needs of those communities. Two 

questions were asked. 

 Do you agree these are the main issues facing Ashburton and 

Buckfastleigh in the Teignbridge Plan area? 

 Are there any alternative or additional issues that should be 

considered? 

13 (81%) respondents agreed with the main issues and 2 (13%) disagreed.  1 

(6%) respondent did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Potential severance of any new development due to the A38 forming 

the administrative and physical boundary between Teignbridge and 

Dartmoor plan areas 

 Need for some small scale economic development. 

 Poor existing housing stock quality  
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 There is a need for new growth.  More retail development and 

employment to help Buckfastleigh community prosper 

 The impact of development on the safe and efficient operation of the 

A38 should be a key consideration  

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was support for proposals that could help Ashburton and Buckfastleigh 

expand into the Teignbridge plan area. The preferred option did not include a 

policy for these places as the land in question could be adequately covered by 

the policy relating to the countryside and rural areas. 



Core Strategy Issues and Alternative Options: Changes arising 

p39 

11. Rural areas questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section focused on the areas not covered by the preceding chapter, 

namely the countryside and villages. A number of significant issues facing 

these areas were set out and a rural development strategy proposed to 

address the issues.  

Five options for dealing with housing in rural areas were set out, with two 

questions. 

Option 1: Allocate sites for mixed market and affordable housing 

Option 2: Allocate sites for affordable housing only 

Option 3: Allocate no housing sites, rely on windfall and exception sites  

Option 4: Limit housing in rural areas to affordable housing only 

Option 5: Prevent new housing in rural areas 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

18 (40%) respondents agreed with option 1, 11 (24%) option 2, 5 (11%) 

option 3, 4 (9%) option 4 and 1 (3%) option 5.  6 (13%) respondents did not 

express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Sites in rural areas help to meet local need and sustain services 

 ICT infrastructure will need to be improved 

 Design will be very important, to maintain a high quality built form 

 No single option that covers varied circumstances across the district 

 If exceptions are pursued then there should be a limit on the number of 

dwellings 

 Need to consider succession planning for farmers/rural businesses, 

allowing housing in rural areas that allow people to retire and younger 

people to continue working 

 There should be an equal focus on employment and local services for 

rural areas 

 Rural exceptions sites are often unviable and an element of cross 

subsidy should be allowed 

How the representations were taken into account:  

There was no overall consensus on a preferred approach. With an emerging 

move towards localism, bottom up approach there will be scope for 

community led plans to deal with growth in rural areas. The preferred option 

contained a policy which supports the production of neighbourhood plans, 

which can allocate rural housing. The policy on exceptions sites allowed for 

cross subsidy from market housing, subject to justification. 
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11. Rural areas questions 1.3 – 1.4 

This section looked at rural settlements and proposed minimum criteria to 

define a ‘Village’, to distinguish between open countryside and specific rural 

settlements. Two questions were asked. 

 Do you agree with the minimum criteria for defining a ‘Village’ listed? 

 Are there any other local factors which should be taken into account? 

17 (52%) respondents agreed with the minimum criteria and 8 (24%) 

disagreed. 8 (24%) respondents did not give a view. 

Relevant issues raised in relation to minimum criteria: 

 A church or other place of worship needs to be considered  

 Access to local medical services should be taken into account 

 A village should be defined as a community larger than a hamlet, with 

an aim to provide these amenities listed 

 Villages can function without one or more of the facilities listed 

 Accessibility to facilities is more relevant 

 The list of criteria for identifying a village should be transparent and 

easy to use.  An 'identifiable cohesive community' and 'local source of 

employment', is not easily quantifiable and is subjective.  Clarify these 

terms or exclude 

 Recommend a weighting analysis for each village, using a points 

system for each service based on importance 

 The criteria are not supported because despite a population of 1800 

Starcross would not be defined as a village without a community hall 

 Population size must be considered 

 'Satellite' villages gain from the services provided within Newton Abbot 

and Exeter and this will make them more sustainable than villages of a 

similar size located elsewhere in the District 

How the representations were taken into account:  

The preferred option included a list of settlements defined as villages as they 

had close access to a shop, public house, village hall, school and daily public 

transport services. The policy allowed for a review for settlements which didn’t 

have all of those facilities now but did so in the future, including support in 

principle for proposals to bring forward such facilities. 
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12. Spatial Options questions 1.1 – 1.2 

This section set out in more detail the four spatial options for growth across 

the district, which had already been referenced in section 10 ‘Settlements and 

places’. Each option had an introduction, a list of benefits and challenges, and 

a map showing the distribution. Two questions were asked. 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution   

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area Focus    

Option 3: Exeter Facing 

Option 4: Coastal and Rural Dispersed 

A table showing the potential distribution was included within the plan. 

Strategy Heart of 
Teignbridge 

Edge of 
Exeter 

Teignmouth Dawlish Bovey 
Tracey 

Chudleigh Elsewhere 

Balanced 
Distribution 

65% 17% 2% 10% 2% 2% 2% 

Heart of 
Teignbridge 
Focus 

 
75% 

 
12% 

 
2% 

 
6% 

 
2% 

 
2% 

 
1% 

Exeter 
Facing 

60% 28% 2% 6% 2% 1% 1% 

Coastal and 
rural 
dispersed 

 
50% 

 
12% 

 
9% 

 
10% 

 
6% 

 
4% 

 
9% 

 

 Which option do you prefer? 

 Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered? 

12 (18%) respondents support options 1, 15 (23%) option 2, 16 (24%) option 

3 and 7 (11%) option 4. 16 (24%) respondents did not express a preference. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 A spatial delivery option that distributes housing based on a settlement 

hierarchy is the most efficient way of addressing rural housing needs 

and promoting self containment 

 Option 4 should be renamed ‘Newton Abbot and proportionate growth 

at main settlements’ 

 The capacity for funding and securing essential infrastructure and 

major investment thresholds could directly affect specific potential 

development areas 

 Option 1 matches housing distribution whilst minimising transport 

requirements 

 A key determinant must be the relative environmental capacities of the 

different areas, in order to determine how growth can be 

accommodated whilst causing the least environmental harm 
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 Some of the options are not large enough to deliver the required levels 

of infrastructure 

 No certainty that solutions exist to deal with the environmental 

constraints  

 Development should not result in the loss of important landscape areas 

or have a detrimental impact on Dartmoor National Park 

 New housing should be distributed according to an area’s current 

population size and land availability 

 Opportunities in the Coastal/Rural option 4 in recognition of the 

contribution to be played by the A38 Corridor settlements and the 

favoured villages within the wider rural area 

 A mix of options to avoid incursion into high quality landscapes 

 A new settlement 

How the representations were taken into account:  

No clear preferred option emerged from the consultation. In developing the 

preferred option the physical and environmental capacity to deal with growth 

was assessed. This included further work on potential locations for growth, 

wildlife information, possible mitigation measures and a review of the 

Council’s economic strategy for the district.  

Work will continue with key stakeholders, adjoining authorities and local 

communities to develop more detailed options for growth and distribution as 

we work towards the proposed submission stage. 

Those respondents who suggested a new settlement did not suggest a 

location. 
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Other Comments – question 1.1 

The final section asked if there were any further comments to add on other 

relevant matters. 

Relevant issues raised: 

 Character area approach is misleading and should be replaced by an 

understanding of settlements, their roles, functions and inter-

relationships 

 Green Breaks to prevent coalescence of places 

 Make specific statements about improving the district's future 

prosperity and resilience by actively promoting local food production, 

local incentives for the Renewable Energy sector, specifying the lowest 

level of carbon emissions for all new housing and associated 

infrastructure, insisting on the highest recycling and waste processing 

targets and maximising the use and re-use of existing brown-field and 

windfall sites for development and ensuring that new development is 

mixed and multi-functional to cope better with changing circumstances 

 Encourage large scale renewable energy facilities and sustainable 

construction.  

 Cost of public transport is greater than cost of driving 

 ‘Affordable’ describes small homes, we need a system to facilitate 

downsizing. 

 Support development for core agriculture, including agricultural 

buildings 

 Provision for markets, agriculture, agri-business or the rural economy 

 Policies are required to deal with transport, sport, a growing elderly 

population 

 Should allocate in rural areas 

 No mention of markets, agriculture, agri-business of the rural economy 

 The motivation of in-migrants should be given more credit when 

determining the location of new housing 

 Need the infrastructure in place to encourage new businesses to the 

area 

How the representations were taken into account:  

The additional comments provide a broader range of issues, a number of 

which were reflected in the preferred option.    


